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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 




July 1, 1994 


The Honorable Donald W. Riegle, Jr. 

The Honorable Alfonse M. D' Amato 
U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, 

Housing, and Urban Affairs 
534 Senate Dirksen Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-6075 

Dear Chairman Riegle and Senator D' Amato: 

By cover of this letter, the White House is producing 
documents responsive to the requests made in your letter of June 
22, 1994. As indicated in a meeting with your staff on July 29 , 
1994, the documents we are producing in response to your 
enumerated requests are from the set of documents previously 
gathered by the White House in response to subpoenas issued by 
Independent Counsel Robert Fiske. We have withheld a small 
number of responsive documents until we conclude arrangements for 
their special handling. 

In accordance with the understanding reached at the July 29 
meeting, we have directed White House staff members to whom the 
Committee made individual requests that they need not separately 
produce documents they previously provided to the Office of White 
House Counsel in response to Mr. Fiske' s subpoenas. Those 
documents are included in the White House production. The White 
House production does not include any personal documents that 
these individuals may have provided to Mr. Fiske. 

We are also producing written policies requested by the 
Committee that have been issued by the White House Chief of Staff 
or the White House Counsel's Office concerning communications 
between White House officials and officials in departments and 
agencies and at law enforcement entities. 

As you requested, we are providing a list that identifies 
each document produced and its source. 


( 1 ) 
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The White House is making this document production with the 
understanding that, until the time of the Senate Banking 
Committee hearing: 

(1) the documents will be treated as if they are classified 
material; 

(2) they will be maintained in a secure reading room that 
is guarded or locked at all times; 

(3) access to the documents will be limited to Committee 
Members, one or two designated members of the staff of 
each Committee Member, Mr. Codinha and his staff, and 
Mr. Chertoff and his staff; 

(4) all staff members will be required to sign an 
appropriate confidentiality agreement before being 
given access to the documents; 

(5) documents will be maintained in a safe within the 
reading room; Messrs. Codinha and Chertoff and one 
additional person from each of their staffs will be the 
only individuals with the combination to the safe; 

(6) documents will not be copied or removed from the room 
except for the limited purpose of temporary use at a 
deposition or interview; 

(7) deposition transcripts will be treated in the same 
manner as documents; 

(8) there will be two stand-alone computers in the reading 
room for use by staff; no print-outs may be taken out 
of the room. 

We look forward to working cooperatively with your Committee 
on this matter. 


Sincerely yours. 


Lloyd N. Cutler 
Special Counsel 


I 1 , /.' 
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to the President 
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Office: Counsel's office 

104. Bates # X000667-X000672 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Draft Memorandum 

B« File Origin 

individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 

105. Bates # X000673-X000679 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Draft Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 


35 



38 


106. Bates # X000680-X000684 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Memo Excerpt 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 

107 * Bates # X0 00 685^X000692 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/5/94 

Draft Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel' 8 Office 

108. Bates # X000693-X000714 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/5/94 

Draft Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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109. Bates # X000715-X000720 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/5/94 

Draft Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 

110. Bates # 2000721*2000731 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/5/94 

Draft Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 

111. Bates # X0 007 32 *2000740 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/5/94 

Draft Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 


37 



40 


112. Bates # Z000741-Z000749 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/5/94 

Draft Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cheryl Mills 

Office: Counsel's Office 


113. Bates # Z000750-Z000754 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/4/et seq. 

Daily Phone Log 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Beth Molan 

Office: Counsel's Office 


114. Bates # ZOO 07 55 -ZOO 0777 

A. Document Description 
Date: 2/3/94 


Letter from Congressman Leach to Roger Altman 
B. File Origin 

Individual: Beth Molan 

Office: counsel' 8 Office 
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115. Bates # Z000778 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Phone Message 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Beth Molan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

116. Bates # X000779-X000794 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/8/94 

Memorandum 

From: Terry Good (v/ attachments) 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Beth Molan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

117. Bates # X000795-X000796 

A. Document Description 

Date : Undated 

Mote & Mews Article 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Beth Nolan 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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118. Bates # XOO 0797 -XO 00800 
A* Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Draft Memorandum 
B. File Origin 

Individuals Beth Nolan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

119. Bates # X00 080 1-X00080 ic 
A* Document Description 

Date: 2/10/94 

Letter to Congressman Lightfoot and related 
correspondence 

B. File origin 

Individual: Beth Nolan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

120. Bates # X00 08 02 "X00 08 04 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/4 and 2/9 

Phone Logs 

B. File Origin 

individual: Beth Nolan 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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121. Bates # X000805-X000860 

A. Document Description 

Dates 3/1/94 

Bearing Transcript 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Beth Holan 

Offices Counsel's Office 

122. Bates # X000861-X000865 
A* Document Description 

Dates 3/1/94 

Transmittal for Congressman Leach 
Froms Cong. Leach (and attachments) 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Beth Holan 

Offices Counsel's Office 


41 



44 


123. Bates # X000866 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/4/94 

Letter to Speaker Foley 

B. File Origin 

Individual s Mack KcLarty 

Offices Office of the Chief of Staff 


124. Bates # X000867-X000869 

A. Document Description 

Dates 3/2/94 

Letter to Congressman Mitchell 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Mack McLarty 

Offices Office of the Chief of Staff 
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125 • Bates # X000872-X000873 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Letter to Senator Riegle from Roger Altman 

B. File Origin 

individual: Mack McLarty 

Office: Office of the Chief of Staff 

126. Bates # 10 00874-10 00877 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Transcript 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Hack McLarty 

Office: . Office of the Chief of Staff 

127. Bates # X000878-X000888 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/4/94 

Miscellaneous Motes 6 Questions 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Dee Dee Myers 

Office: Communications 
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128. Bates # X000889-X000890 

A. Document Description 

Dates 3/3/94 

Dee Dee Myers Phone Log 

B. Pile Origin 

Individuals Dee Dee Myers 

Office s Communications 

129. Bates # X000891 

A. Document Description 

Dates 2/22/94 

Talking Points 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Dee Dee Myers 

Office s Communications 

130. Bates # X000892-X000894 

A. Document Description 

Dates 3/3/94 

Mews Release 

B. File origin 

Individuals Dee Dee Myers 

Office s Communications 
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131. Bates # X000895-X0 00897 

A. Document Description 

Dates 3/3/94 

News Release 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Dee Dee Myers 

Offices Communications 

132 • Bates # X000898 

A. Document Description 

Dates 3/3/94 

News Release 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Dee Dee Myers 

Of f ice s Communications 

133. Bates # X000899-X000900 

A* Document Description 
Dates 3/1/94 

Mews Release 
B. File Origin 

Individuals Dee Dee Myers 

Offices Communications 
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134. Bates # XO 009 01*200 09 02 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Handwritten Motes 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Paul Toback 

Office: Office of the Chief of Staff 

135. Bates # X000903 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

News Release 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Paul Toback 

Office: Office of the Chief of Staff 
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136. Bates # X000904 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Shorthand Notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual! Paul Toback 

Office: Office of the Chief of Staff 

137. Bates # Z000905 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Notebook Excerpt 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

138. Bates # XO 00906*10009 10 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/1/94 

Transmittal to Bernard Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 


47 
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139 • Batts # X000911 

A. Document Description 

Date: 10/7/93 

Memorandum 

B. rile Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

140. Bates # X000912-X000967 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/1/94 

Hearing Transcript 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

141. Bates # X000968 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Monthly Minder Excerpts 

B. Pile Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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142. Bates # Z000969-Z00975 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/94 

Memorandum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

143. Bates # Z000976 

A. Document Description 

Date: io/7 

Phone Log 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

144. Bates # ZO 00977 -ZOO 09 7 9 

A. Document Description 

Date: 9/29/93 

Appointment Calendar, Notebook 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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145. Bates # X000980 

A* Document Description 
Dates Undated 

Motes 

B. File origin 

Individuals Cliff Sloan 

Offices Counsel's Office 

146. Bates # X000981-X0 00982 

A. Document Description 

Dates undated 

Talking Points 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Todd Stern 

Offices Staff Secretary 

147. Bates # X000983-X000986 

A. Document Descriptions 
Dates 9/30, 10/7 
Handwritten Notes 
B. File Origin 
individuals Cliff Sloan 

Offices Counsel 
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148. Bates # X000987-X0 01042 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/1/94 

Transcript Hearing 

B. File origin 

Individual: John Podesta 

Office: Staff Secretary 

149. Bates # X001043 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/2/94 

Telephone Bill 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel's Office 

153. Bates # X00104 4-X00104 6 

A. Document Description 

Date: 4/8/94 

Fax cover sheet v/ atch calendars for February 1994 

B. File Origin 

Individual: John Podesta 

Office: Staff Secretary 

154. Bates # X001047-X001048 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Handwritten Motes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Mark Gearan 

Office: Communications 
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155. Batts # 1001049-1001050 

A. Document Dssoription 
Datss 10/20/93 
Msmorandum for Fils 

B. Fils Origin 

individuals Mark Gtaran 

Of f ios s Communications 

150. Batss # X001051 

A. Doeumsnt Dssoription 
Datss 2/7/94 

Telephone Log for Mark osaran 

B. Fils Origin 

Individuals Mark Osaran 

Offioss Communications 

157. BatSS # X001052 

A. Doeumsnt Dssoription 
Datss 9/24/93 

Tslsphons Log for Mark Osaran 

B. Fils Origin 

individuals Mark Osaran 

Of f ios s Communications 

158. Batss # X001053 

A. Doeumsnt Dssoription 

Datss 9/30/93, 10/03/93, 10/14/93 
Tslsphons Log for Mark osaran 

B. Fils Origin 

Individuals Mark Osaran 

Offioss Communications 
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159. Bates # X001054 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/2/94 

Telephone Log for Hark Gearan 

B. File origin 

Individual: Mark Gearan 

Of f ice : Communications 

160. Bates # X001055 

A* Document Description 
Date: 10/14/93 

Schedule for Mark Gearan 
B. File Origin 

Individual : Mark Gearan 

Office: Communications 

161. Bates # X00156-X001058 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

"Navigator 19 Notebook, Margaret Williams 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Margaret Williams 

Office: Office of The First Lady 

162. Bates # X001059 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/2/94, 2/3/94 

Calendar for Margaret Williams 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Margaret Williams 

Office: Office of The First Lady 
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163. Bates # X001060 

A* Document Description 
Date: 2/4/94 

Carbon Log of Telephone Call 
B. Vile Origin 

Individual: Margaret Williams 

Office: Office of The First Lady 

164. Bates # X00161-X001062 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Mews Release 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Margaret Williams 

Office: Office of The First Lady 

165. Bates # X001063-X001064 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

News Release 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Margaret Williams 

Office: Office of The First Lady 
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166. Bates # X001065-X001120 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/1/94 

Memorandum for File 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Margaret Williams 

Office: Office of The First Lady 

167. Bates # X001121-X001123 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Draft Synopsis of Whitevater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Lisa Caputo 

Office: Office of The First Lady 

168. Bates # X001124-X001126 

A. Document Description 

Date: 1/7 

Draft Synopsis of Whitewater/Madison Guaranty 
Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual : Lisa Caputo 

Office: Office of The First Lady 

169. Bates # X001127-X001129 

A. Document Description 

Date: 1/8 

Draft Synopsis of Whitevater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File origin 

Individual: Lisa Caputo 

Office: Office of the First Lady 
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170. Bates # X001130-X001142 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/3/94 

Transmittal from Jean Hanson to Bernie Nussbaum, with 
attachments 

B. Pile Origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Piles 

171. Bates # X001143-X001147 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/3/94 

Transmittal from Jean Hanson to Bernie Nussbaum with 
attachments 

B. Pile origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Piles 

172. Bates # X001148 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Letter from Roger Altman to Senator Riegle 

B. Pile Origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Piles 
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173. Bates # X001149 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/2/94 

Letter from Roger Altman to senator Riegle 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 

174. Bates # XO 0 15 0-X0 01152 

A. Document Description 
Date: 3/1/94 

Facsimile - Letter from Congressman Leach to Hr. 
Nussbaum 

B. File origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 

175. Bates # X001153-X001155 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Draft Transcript of the President's Q & A 

B. File Origin 

Individual : Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 


57 



60 


176. Bates # XO 0115 6-XO 01159 

A. Document Description 
Dates 2/28/94 
Memorandum for File 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Bruce Lindsey 

Offices Office Files 

177 • Bates # X001160-X0 01168 

A. Document Description 
Dates 2/18 

Draft Chronology 

B. File Origin 

Individual s Bruce Lindsey 

Offices Office Files 

178. Bates # X001169-X0 01174 

A. Document Description 
Dates Undated 
Draft Chronology 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Bruce Lindsey 

Offices Office Files 

179. Bates # X001175-X001176 

A. Document Description 
Dates Undated 
Handwritten Motes 

B. File origin 

Individuals Bruce Lindsey 

Offices Office Files 
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180. Bates # X001175— X001176 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Handwritten Motes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 

181. Bates # X0 01179— X001180 

A. Document Description 

Date: 10/20/93 

Memorandum to File 

B. File Origin 

Individual : Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 

182. Bates # X001181-X0 01182 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Jenny Terzano - "ABC has ashed Roger Altman the 
following questions?" 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 
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183. Bates # X001183-X001186 

A. Document Description 
Dates 12/2/93 

Letters from Susan Baer (Baltimore Sun) , and Washington 
Post written to FDIC. Faxed from Eugene Ludwig to 
Bruce Lindsey 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 

184. Bates # X001187-X001190 

A. Document Description 

Date: 12/2/93 

Letters from Susan Baer (Baltimore Sun) , and Washington 
Post written to FDIC* Faxed from J* Steiner to 
Bruce Lindsey 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bruce Lindsey 

Office: Office Files 

185. Bates # X001191 

A* Document Description 
Date: Undated 

File Folder Label - "RTC - Clinton personal" 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 
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186. Bates # X001192 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/2/94 

Handwritten Notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

187. Bates # X001193 

A* Document Description 
Date: 3/3/94 

Memorandum for the white House staff 
B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold ickes 

Office: Office Files 

188. Bates # X001194 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Memorandum for Assistants to the President, Deputy 
Assistants to the President 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 
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189. Bates # X001195 

A. Document Description 
Dates 3/3/94 

Letter from Roger Altman to Senator Riegle 

B. File Origin 

Individual : Harold Iekes 

Offices Office Files 

190. Bates # X001196 

A. Document Description 
Dates 2/2/94 

Possible Questions Regarding Hash Post/Web Hubbell 
Article 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Harold Iekes 

Offices Office Files 

191. Bates # X001197 

A. Document Description 
Dates 3/3/94 

Memorandum for Assistants to the President, Deputy 
Assistants to the President 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Harold Iekes 

Offices Office Files 
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192. Bates # X001198 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Memorandum for the White House Staff 

B. File origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

193. Bates # X001199 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/3/94 

Memorandum for Assistants to the President, Deputy 
Assistants to the President 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

194. Bates # X001200-X001201 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/1/94 

Memorandum from Harold ickes to The First Lady 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 
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195. Bates # X001202-X001203 

A. Document Description 
Dates 3/1/94 

Memorandum from Harold Ickes to The First Lady 

B. File origin 

Individuals Harold lekes 

Offices Office Files 

196. Bates # X001204-X001259 

A. Document Description 
Dates 3/1/94 
Memorandum for File 

B. File Origin 

Individual s Harold Ickes 

Offices Office Files 

197. Bates # X001260-X001263 

A. Document Description 
Dates 2/28/94 
Memorandum for File 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Harold Ickes 

Offices Office Files 

198. Bates # X0012 64-X0012 65 

A. Document Description 
Dates 1/25/94 

Letter from Senator D' Amato to Roger Altman 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Harold Ickes 

Offices Office Files 
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199. Bates # X001266-X001281 

A. Document Description 
Dates 2/3/94 

Letter from Congressman Leach to Roger Altman 

B. rile origin 

Individuals Harold lekes 

Offices Office riles 

200. Bates # X001282-X001330 

A. Document Description 

Date: 5/13/93, 1/28/94, 1/26/94 

Excerpts from Congressional Record 

B. rile origin 

Individuals Harold lekes 

Offices Office riles 

201. Bates # Z001331 

A. Document Description 
Dates 2/22/94 

Wall Street Journal Hews Article 

B. rile Origin 

Individuals Harold Ickes 

Offices Office riles 

202. Bates # X001332 

A. Document Description 
Dates 3/3/94 

Hew York Times Hews Article 

B. rile Origin 

Individual: Harold lekes 

Office: Office riles 
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203* Bates # X001333 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/25/94 

Washington Post Hews Article 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

204. Bates # X001334 

A. Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Mews Article 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

205. Bates # X001335 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/26/94 

Washington Post News Article 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

206. Bates # X001336 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/26/94 

Filed Mews Article 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 
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207. Bates # X001337-X001338 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/26/94 

Washington Times Mews Article 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

208. Bates # X001339 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/25/94 

Wall Street Journal News Article 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 

209. Bates # X001340-X001343 

A. Document Description 

Date: 1994 

Calender and Telephone message entries 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Harold Ickes 

Office: Office Files 
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210. Bates # X001346-X001348 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/23/93 

Selected Mews Articles, Faxed from Roger Altman to 
Bernie Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bernard Nussbaum 

Office: Counsel's Office 

211. Bates # X001349-X001354 

A. Document Description 

Date: 3/24/93 

Selected News Articles, Faxed from Roger Altman to 
Bernie Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bernard Nussbaum 

Office: Counsel's Office 

212. Bates # X001355-X001367 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/3/94 

Letter from Congressman Leach to Roger Altman, 
faxed from Jean Hanson to Bernie Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bernard Nussbaum 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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213. Bates # X001368-X0 01372 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/3/94 

Transmittal from Jean Hanson to Bernie Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bernard Nussbaum 

Office: Counsel's office 

214. Bates # X001373-X0 01374 

A. Document Description 

Date: 1993 September, October 

calander of Bernard W. Nussbaum 
B. File origin 
Individual: Bernard Nussbaum 

Office: Counsel's Office 

215* Bates # X001375 

A* Document Description 
Date: 2/3/94 

Telephone Log for Bernard Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Bernard Nussbaum 

Office: Counsel's Office 

216. Bates # X001376 

A. Document Description 

Date: 2/24/94 

Telephone Log for Bernard Nussbaum 

B. Vila Origin 

individual: Bernard Nussbaum 

Office: Counsel '8 Office 
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217. Bates § X001377— X001383 

A. Document Descriptions 

Date: 9/20/93 

Letter from Bernard Nussbaum to Senator Bumpers 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Unknown 

Offices Records Management 

218. Bates # X001384-X00 1398 

A. Document Description 

Date: 7/14/93 

White House Correspondence Tracking Worksheet, with 
Memoranda and Letters atch 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Unknown 

Offices Records Management 

219. Bates # X001399 

A. Document Description 
Dates 9/20/93 

Letter to Senator Bumpers from Bernard Nussbaum 
B« File Origin 

Individual: Carlos Watson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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PRODUCTION LOG 

220. Bates # X001400-X001405 

A. Document Description 

Dates 8/18/93 

Transmittal to Carlos Vatson from Dan Cooke 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Carlos Vatson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Offices Counsel's Office 

221. Bates # X001406-X001408 

A. Document Description 

Dates 7/13/93 

Letter to Senator Bumpers from Bernard Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Carlos Vatson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Offices Counsel's Office 

222. Bates # X001409-X001413 
A* Document Description 

Dates 5/20/93 

Letter to senator Bumpers and Senator Pryor from Seth 
Vard 

B. File origin 

Individuals Carlos Vatson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Offices Counsel's Office 
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PRODUCTION LOG 

223. Bates # XO 014 14 *20014 19 

A, Document Description 

Dates 5/12/93 

Letter to Senator Bumpers from William Jackson Butt, II 

B. File Origin 

Individuals Carlos Watson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Offices Counsel's Office 

224. Bates # XO 0142 0*2001421 

A. Document Description 

Dates 5/26/93 

Letter to Roger Altman and Bernard Nussbaum 
from Senator Bumpers 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Carlos Watson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Offices Counsel's Office 

225. Bates # X0 0142 2 *200143 6 

A. Document Description 

Dates 7/14/93 

White House Correspondence Tracking Worksheet with 
Memoranda and Letters 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Carlos Watson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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PRODUCTION LOG 

226. Bat«8 # X001437-X0 01451 

A. Document Description 

Date: 7/14/93 

White House Correspondence Tracking Worksheet with 
Memoranda and Letters 

B. rile Origin 

Individual: Carlos Watson (Summer 1993 Intern) 

Office: Counsel's Office 
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WHITE HOUSE PRODUCTION LOO 
JULY 1, 1996 
BATES Y000001 - Y000018 

1. Bates # Y000001-Y000007 

Document Description 
Date: 2/22/93 

Memorandum For White House Staff 

From: Bernard Nussbaum 

Stephen Neuwirth 

RE: Prohibited Contacts with Agencies 

2. Bates # Y000008-Y000010 

Document Description 
Date: 3/9/93 

Memorandum For All White House Staff 

From: Bernard Nussbaum 

Stephen Neuwirth 

re: Prohibited Contacts with Agencies: 

Follow-up Memorandum 

3. Bates # Y000011-Y000012 

Document Description 
Date: 5/4/93 

Memorandum For All White House Staff 

From: Bernard Nussbaum 

Stephen Neuwirth 

RE: Prohibited Contacts with Agencies 
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4. Bates # Y000013-Y000015 

Document Description 
Date: 7/2/93 

Memorandum For White House Staff 

From: Bernard Nussbaum 

Clifford M. Sloan 

RB: Policy Regarding Investigations and Investigatory 

Agencies 

5. Bates # Y000016 

Document Description 
Date: 3/3/94 

Memorandum For The White House staff 
From: Mack McLarty 

RE: Contacts regarding Madison Guaranty, Whitewater 

and related matters 

6. Bates # Y000017-Y000018 

Document Description 
Date: 3/11/94 

Memorandum For All White House Staff 

From: Jack Quinn 

Joel I. Klein 

RE: Prohibited Contacts on Rulemaking Matters 
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WHITE HOUSE PRODUCTION LOG 
July 1, 1994 

BATES Z000001 - Z000387 

1. Bates #Z000001-Z000006 

A* Document Description 

Date: Undated 

Copy of handwritten "VWF-Working Files” 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

2. Bates #Z000007-Z000010 

A. Document Description 
Date: 2/4/94 

World News Tonight - ABC - Printed Segment of Newscast 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 



Bates #Z00001 1-13 and Z000015-17 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

File Cover - "Park Police FOIA Request/WSJ FOIA 
Litigation” (w/attachments) 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

Bates #Z000022-Z000026 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Handwritten Notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

Bates #Z000027 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/30/93 

Responses to Taken Questions” 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 



Bates #Z000028-Z00003 1 


A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

Q and A 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

Bates #Z000032-Z000033 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

Bates #Z000034 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 



Bates #Z000035 


A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

Bates #Z000036 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

Bates #Z000037-Z000053 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/30/93 
Press Briefing 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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12. Bates #Z000054-Z000075 

A. Document Description 
Date: 8/10/93 

Press Conference Transcript 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Steve Neuwirth 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

13. Bates #Z000076-Z000077 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

The First Lady’s Responses to Questions of Boston Globe Readers 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Lisa Caputo 

Office: Office of the First Lady 

14. Bates #Z000078-Z000079 

A. Document Description 
Date: 1/24 

Draft Chronology 

B. File Origin 

Individual: General Files 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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15. Bates #Z000080 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Question and Answer 

B. File Origin 

Individual: General Files 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

16. Bates #Z000081-Z000082 

A. Document Description 
Date: 1/17 

Draft Chronology 

B. File Origin 

Individual: General Files 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

17. Bates #Z000083-Z000085 

A. Document Description 
Date: 1/8 

Draft Synopsis of Whitewater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual: General Files 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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18. Bates #Z000086-Z000089 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

Synopsis of Whitewater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual: General Files 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

19. Bates #Z000090-Z000091 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

The First Lady’s Responses to Questions of Boston Globe’s Readers 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Todd Stern 

Office: Staff Secretary 

20. Bates #Z000092-Z000095 

A. Document Description 
Date: 3/21/94 

General Talking Points on Whitewater 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Todd Stern 


Office: 


Staff Secretary 
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21. Bates #Z000096-Z000114 

A. Document Description 
Date: 4/22/94 

Press Conference By The First Lady 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Todd Stern 

Office: Staff Secretaiy 

22. Bates #Z000U5-Z000117 

A. Document Description 
Date: 12/22 

Draft Re: Inconsistencies in recent news reports 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neil Eggleston 

Office: Counsel's Office 

23. Bates #Z000U8-Z000121 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

Synopsis of Whitewater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neil Eggleston 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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24. Bates #Z000122-Z000123 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Untitled memo 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neil Eggleston 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

25. Bates #Z000124-Z000125 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Untitled memo 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neil Eggleston 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

26. Bates #Z000126-Z000128 

A. Document Description 
Date: 1/25 

Draft Synopsis of Whitewater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neil Eggleston 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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27. Bates #Z000129-Z000131 

A. Document Description 
Date: 1/25 

Draft Synopsis of Whitewater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neil Eggleston 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

28. Bates #Z000132-Z000136 

A. Document Description 
Date: 2/8/94 

Synopsis of Whitewater/Madison Guaranty Matter 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neii Eggleston 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

29. Bates #Z000137-Z000138 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

Q and A 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Neil Eggleston 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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30. Bates #Z000139-Z000140 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

T^ped notes, Handwritten notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Sylvia Mathews 

Office: National Economic Council 

31. Bates #Z000141 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marlene MacDonald 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

32. Bates #Z000142 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/27/93 

Letter from Bernard Nussbaum to Jim Hamilton 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marlene MacDonald 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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33. Bates #Z000143-Z000145 

A. Document Description 
Date: 1/6/94 
Responses to Satire Piece 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Maggie Williams 

Office: Office of the First Lady 

34. Bates #Z000146-Z000157 

A. Document Description 
Date: 8/10/93 

Transcript of Press Conference 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

35. Bates #Z000158 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

GAO Questions for Ms. Patsy Thomasson 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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36. Bates #Z000159 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Draft typed statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

37. Bates #Z000160-Z000161 

A. Document Description 
Date: 3/9/94 

Letter from Rep. Wolf and Istook to Mr. Fiske 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

38. Bates #Z000162-Z000163 

A. Document Description 
Date: 3/9/94 

Letter from Rep. Wolf and Istook to Mr. Fiske 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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39. Bates #Z000164-Z000171 

A. Document Description 
Date: 9/3/93 

Letter from M^jor Hines to Mr. Nussbaum, w/attachments 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

40. Bates #Z000177 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Memo RE: Foster Files 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

41. Bates #Z000178-Z000180 

A. Document Description 
Date: 12/22 

Draft Re: Inconsistencies In Recent News Reports 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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42. Bates #Z000181-Z000182 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/22-8/8 

Handwritten Notes - Foster File 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

43. Bates #Z000183 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

Draft statement with handwritten notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

44. Bates #Z000184 

A. Document Description 
Date: 12/20/93 

Statement by the Director of Communications Mark Gearan 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Joel Klein 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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45. Bates #Z000185 

A. Document Description 

Date: 12/23/93 

Press Release 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Jake Siewert 

Office: Communications 

46. Bates #Z000186-Z000190 

A. Document Description 
Date: 9/17/93 

White House Tracking Sheet (w/ attachments) 

B. File Origin 

Individual: General Files 

Office: Records Management 

47. Bates #Z0W196-Z000202 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Handwritten Notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marvin Krislov 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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48. Bates #Z000203-Z000216 

A. Document Description 
Date: 8/10/93 
Press Briefing 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marvin Krislov 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

49. Bates #Z0002 17-000236 

A. Document Description 
Date: 8/11/93 
Press Briefing 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marvin Krislov 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

50. Bates #Z000237-Z000252 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/21/93 
Press Briefing 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marvin Krislov 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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51. Bates #Z000253-Z000269 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/30/93 
Press Briefing 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marvin Krislov 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

52. Bates #Z000270-Z000293 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/29/93 
Press Briefing 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marvin Krislov 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

53. Bates #Z000294-Z000296 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 
Draft Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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54. Bates #Z000297-Z000298 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Clift Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

55. Bates #Z000299-Z000300 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Clift Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

56. Bates #Z000301 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Clift Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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57. Bates #Z000302 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: ClifT Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

58. Bates #Z000303 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

59. Bates #Z000304 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Handwritten Notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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60. Bates #Z000305-Z000306 

A. Document Description 
Date; 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

61. Bates #Z000307 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 
Nussbaum Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

62. Bates #Z000308 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 
Nussbaum Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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63. Bates #2000309 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 
Nussbawn Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

64. Bates #Z000310 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Handwritten Notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

65. Bates #Z000311 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Handwritten Notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 



100 


66. Bates #Z000312-Z000313 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/20 

Draft Chronology 

B. File Origin 

Individual: ClifT Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

67. Bates #Z000314-Z000315 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

"Setting the Record Straight" 

B. File Origin 

Individual: ClifT Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

68. Bates #Z000316-Z000318 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Correction of Record 

B. File Origin 

Individual: ClifT Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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69. Bates #Z000319 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

"Washington Times: False Statements or Rehashes" 

B. File Origin 

Individual: ClifT Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

70. Bates #Z000320-Z000322 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/20 
Chronology 

B. File Origin 

Individual: ClifT Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

71. Bates #Z000323-Z000324 

A. Document Description 
Date: 12/22 

Draft Re: Inconsistencies In Recent News Reports 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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72. Bates #Z000325-Z000326 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

"Setting the Record Straight" 

B. File Origin 

Individual: ClifT Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

73. Bates #Z000327-Z(H>0329 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Correction of Record 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

74. Bates #Z000330 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

"Washington Times: False Statements or Rehashes" 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office; 


Counsel’s Office 
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75. Bates #Z000331 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Talking Points 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

76. Bates #Z000332-Z000339 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 

Miscellaneous handwritten notes and drafts 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

77. Bates #Z000340-Z000355 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/22/93 

Draft Notes of Meeting 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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78. Bates #Z000356-Z000363 

A. Document Description 
Date: Till 
Handwritten notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

79. Bates #Z000364-Z000377 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Handwritten notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

80. Bates #Z000378-Z000380 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Handwritten notes 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Cliff Sloan 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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81. Bates #Z000381 

A. Document Description 
Date: Undated 
Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Chris Cerf 

Office: Office of Administration 

82. Bates #Z000382 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/28/93 

Draft Proposed Statement 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marlene MacDonald 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

83. Bates #Z000383 

A. Document Description 
Date: 1/5/94 

Statement of Senior Advisor to President Bruce Lindsey 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marlene MacDonald 


Office: 


Counsel’s Office 
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84. Bates #Z000384 

A, Document Description 
Date: 7/27/93 

Letter to Jim Hamilton from Mr. Nussbaum 

B. ^ File Origin 

Individual: Marlene MacDonald 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

85. Bates #Z000385 

A. Document Description 
Date: 7/27/93 

Letter to Jim Hamilton from Mr. Nussbaum 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Marlene MacDonald 

Office: Counsel’s Office 

86. Bates #Z000386-Z000387 

A. Document Description 
Date: 5/26/94 
Memorandum for File 

B. File Origin 

Individual: Thomas Castleton 


Office! 


Counsel’s Office 



Explanation for Partial Printing of White House "Z" Documents 


On June 21, 1994, the Senate passed Resolution 229 requiring the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs to conduct hearings, 
beginning no later than July 29, 1994, into whether "improper conduct" occurred 
regarding: (a) communications between officials of the White House and the 
Department of the Treasury and the Resolution Trust Corporation relating to the 
Whitewater Development Corporation and the Madison Guaranty Savings and 
Loan Association; (b) the Park Service Police investigation into the death of White 
House Deputy Counsel Vincent Foster, and (c) the way in which White House 
officials handled documents in the office of White House Deputy Counsel Vincent 
Foster at the time of his death. 

As an initial step in its investigation, the Committee sent a letter to the 
White House on June 22, 1994 requesting documents relevant to the substantive 
issues enumerated in S.Res. 229. The White House responded to the Committee’s 
June 22, 1994 letter on July 1, 1994. Included in its response were several 
documents related to the handling of documents in Mr. Foster’s office at the time 
of his death. 

Senate Resolution 229 encouraged the Committee, to the extent practicable, 
to coordinate its activities with the investigation of the Office of Independent 
Counsel. Consistent with this directive, the Committee deferred its investigation 
into the handling of documents in Mr. Foster’s office and held no hearings on this 
subject. In an effort to continue to coordinate the Committee’s activities with the 
investigation of the Independent Counsel, at this time the Committee is not 
publishing the following documents produced by the White House: 

Z 000001 - Z 000010 
Z 000027 - Z 000095 
Z 000115 - Z 000145 
Z 000158 - Z 000163 
Z 000177 - Z 000183 
Z 000196 - Z 000202 
Z 000294 - Z 000387 
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United States Senate 

WASHINGTON. DC 20610 


March 2. 1994 

The Honorable George J. Mitchell 
United States Senate 
Washington. D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Leader: 

Wc arc writing to inform you that w a will object to any agreement seeking conaent 
to proceed to the nomination of Ricki R. Tigert, President Clinton’s nominee to chair the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, until the Sonata Banking Committee has an 
opportunity to thoroughly examine the Resolution Trust Corporation's handling of its civil 
investigation into Madison Guaranty Savings and Luan. 

As you know, the Acting Chief Executive Officer of the RTC, Roger Allman, 
recently rifarliwed that he sought a meeting with White House officials to give them a 
"heads-up" on the RTC's investigation. Needless to say, such a meeting is highly 
improper and raisco very real questions about Mr. Altman’s impartiality and the alleged 
independence of the investigation. Specifically, why were Harold lekes and Margaret 
Williams present, in addition to White House Counsel Bernard Nu*»haum? According to 
the Washington Post. Mr. Ickes the Deputy Chief of Staff, is responsible for Whitewater 
"damage control". Ms. Williams, Chief of Stuff for Mrs. Clinton, had previously 
participated with Mr Nussbaum in searching Vincent Foster’s office and sending all or 
some of the materials to David Kendall of Williams and Connally who is representing the 
President and Mrs. Clinton. 

We believe public hearing* are required to explore these and other questions 
involving the attendance of political operatives at the White House in briefings by the 
head of a supposedly independent agency on matter* that have nothing to do with the 
Executive Office of the President 

We regret having to delay the Senate’s consideration of Ms, Tigerfs nomination. 
Nevertheless, the American people deserve to have confidence that the RTC oonducto its 
important business in an independent and impartial fashion. A Congressional bearing is 
an appropriate forum in which to examino the important ethical and regulatory iseues 
raised by the Altman- White House meeting. 



Sincerely. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


March 1, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR FILE 

FROM: JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND STAFF SECRETARY 

W, NEIL EGGLESTON 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE: WHITEWATER— TRANSCRIPT OF SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE 

HEARING 

Attached please find the transcript of the testimony 
portion of the hearing before the Senate Banking Committee last 
Thursday, February 24, 1994. 

The opening statements will not be available until the 
Committee releases the transcript. 


W.N.E. 
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V 

Copyright 1994 Federal Information Systems Corporation 
Federal News Service 

FEBRUARY 24, 1994, THURSDAY 

SECTION: IN THE NEWS 

LENGTH: 26366 words 

HEADLINE: HEARING OF THE SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE 
SUBJECT: 

RTC THRIFT DEPOSITOR PROTECTION OVERSIGHT BOARD SEMIANNUAL 
REPORT CHAIRED BY: SENATOR DONALD RIEGLE (D-MI) 

WITNESSES: " 

LLOYD BENTSEN, SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

ROGER ALTMAN, INTERIM CEO, RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION 

ACCOMPANIED BY: 

ALAN GREENSPAN, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD 
ANDREW HOVE, ACTING CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL INSURANCE DEPOSIT 
CORPORATION JONATHAN FIECHTER, ACTING DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF THRIFT 
SUPERVISION DDETRA FORD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THRIFT DEPOSITOR 
PROTECTION BOARD 538 DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 

BODY: 

SEC. BENTSEN: Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I have the Oversight Board 
members with me here — Mr. Alan Greenspan, chairman of board of the Federal Reserve; 
Roger Altman, who's the interim CEO of the RTC. I've got Jonathan Fiechter, who's the 
acting director of the Office of Thrift Supervision; Andrew Hove, who's the acting chairman 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Also accompanying us is Dietra Ford, who's the 
executive director of the Oversight Board. 

And I have a longer version for the record, but Td like to summarize it, particularly with the 
lateness of the hour, if I might 

SEN. RIEGLE: We'll make your full report a part of the record, and we'd like your summary. 

SEN. BENTSEN: Before I begin, and listening to the partisan exchange, let me thank the 
members of this committee for their bipartisan support last year, in the last session, to obtain 
the funding to finish the RTC job. I'm quite appreciative of that. 

Let me tell you something you don't hear very often. We're not here to ask for more money. 
The funding — (applause, laughter) — the funding provided through the RTC Completion Act 
ought to be sufficient. In fact, they tell me this is the first time that the Oversight Board has 
been before you that it wasn't asking for additional money and funding. And I'm just very 
pleased to be able to inherit that honor. 
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I'm also happy to report that few SALs are failing, and 99 percent of private-sector thrifts are 
well or adequately capitalized. OVERSIGHT Let me review some of die numbers for you. 
Since the RTC was created in 1989, it's taken over 743 failed institutions and ifs closed or 
sold 680 of them. In the process it protected nearly 23 million deposit accounts with an 
average balance of $9,000. RTC made good on the government's guarantee of deposit 
insurance to millions of Americans nationwide. And, I might add, it did it with a minimum of 
disruption. A lot of the customers didn't even know that the RTC had taken over their SAL 
The RTC also undertook the greatest liquidation in history, so far disposing of $393 billion in 
assets for about 90 percent of their book value. Frankly, I couldn't believe that one. I made 
them go back and check it again for me. The RTC sold since its inception nearly 80,000 units 
as affordable housing. So at least tens of thousands of lower-income families have benefitted 
as this problem is being solved. 

Now, crime is at the top of our agenda these days. We talk about violent crimes. Well, this 
scandal had criminals - had v^t61»irar"cmm More" than 1,500 persons were charged 
with mqjor crimes involving SALs. Nearly 1,250 were convicted. And of those sentenced, 
more than 75 percent went to prison. And RTC has pursued several recoveries from 
wrong-doers with all involved agencies collecting nearly $2 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, when this administration took office the total cost of resolving the SAL 
problem was estimated at between $100 and $150 billion. When I testified just last March, 
we thought as much as 45 billion jn additional funding would be needed That was on top of 
the nearly 87 billion already appropriated. . 

A lot of people agreed with us. The Congressional Budget Office estimated 50 billion. The 
General Accounting Office had us around that level. And so did the House and the Senate 
budget committees. As RTC funding legislation moved through the Congress last year, 
constantly improving economic conditions resulted in record earnings for the SAL and the 
banking industries. By mid-November after lengthy deliberations in both houses, the funding 
bill provided $18.3 billion, and that brought the total amount thafs provided by Congress for 
die clean-up to $105 billion, a figure on the low end of the estimate when this administration 
took office. 

And I know the results could have been different - easily. Depositors could have lost all their 
savings. Loss to die government could have been far greater, resolution of die problem could 
have taken much longer. But to the credit of a great many people, and they're seated in this 
committee, in addition, the problem is near resolution. 1 

I'd like to give you some - and I'd like to give some credit to the management of the RTC. 
And I think we'd sure better credit the economy. Deficit reduction has helped interest rates to 
fall. We've taken steps to increase the availability of credit, tackling unnecessary regulations 
and report requirements that discotirage lenders from making loans to small business. And 
we'll continue to propose changes that will result in greater credit availability and efficiencies 
in the banking industry. This is why we want to sell a number of issues, including passage of 
the community development financial institutions legislation, which includes a balanced 
reduction and regulatory reform. Ill be before this committee next week with specifics on the 
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administration's proposal to reform and simplify the regulatory structure for depository 
institutions. Our proposal not only will eliminate unnecessary regulatory expenses which 
could result in the availability of greater credit, but as importantly, it can help avoid new 
crisis by putting a stop to inconsistent and confused regulation. But we'll talk more about that 
next week. But the point I want to make on deficit reduction is that the market responded, the 
economy responded. Housing starts and home sales are up, and that's sure good news when 
you're the RTC and you're trying to dispose of property. I can't help think back what a 
dramatic difference interest rates *makc. " I used to chair a savings and loan. Sure glad I sold 
it when I came to the Senate. (Laughing.) But I'll tell you, not smart, just lucky! But I'll tell 
you — (laughter). But I'll tell you, when you've got your mortgages at one rate and all the 
sudden long-term interest rates go substantially above that, you've got yourself a real problem 
in an S&L. And when you've got the government saying we'll guarantee the first 100,000, 
and you've got a small, new S&L, and then they have Wall Street bundle up hundreds of 
billions and send it to a little S&L. We saw that thing happen in Vernon, Texas. A good 
example of that And then you sea thd'otheTs~wh'o are^honestly trying to compete and what a 
hold it puts on them. Fortunately, we're seeing things go the other way with this substantial 
reduction in interest rates. 

And I want to say to you. Senator Bennett, I've seen some of what you're talking about, too, 
where sometimes they were overzealous. And that balance is in part the concerns of what 
Senator Boxer has for those that have been ill-used and guilty of malfeasance. 

But lower interest rates and increased credit activity have brought about increased earnings for 
all types of financial institutions. Many S&Ls that may have been at risk are now making 
profits. But you and I know we can't predict what's going to happen between now and '95 
when the RTC goes out of business. Nobody foresaw the floods and the earthquakes, and they 
had their economic consequences. We're not done yet. 

Through '95, RTC must continue to protect depositors. They must dispose of some very 
hard-to-sell assets. And it must ensure its operations run effectively. It must work toward an 
orderly transition of its responsibilities to the FDIC. And it must never lose sight of its 
mandates to provide affordable housing and maximum minority participation, including 
implementation of provisions of the RTC Completion Act 

IVe urged the RTC to work aggressively on the issue of minority participation. It's imperative 
that minority- and women-owned businesses have an ample opportunity to win contracts, to 
purchase assets and to acquire failed thrifts. In fact, the RTC is taking special care to meet 
the requirements of the completion act to provide preferences to minority institutions while 
applying the least-cost test. 

Let me be more specific on some of those things I mentioned. The RTC has begun resolve 63 
insolvent institutions now operating in conservatorship, which about 2.3 million deposit 
accounts. Some additional institutions may be transferred this year. If so, the RTC will make 
good on the government's guarantee to those insured depositors and any others who might yet 
fall under its jurisdiction. 

Insofar as the remaining inventory of nearly 64 billion assets - S64 billion in assets, these, as 
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you said earlier, Mr. Chairman, are the most hard-to-sell properties that are left: real property 
and non-performing mortgages. While the improved economy helps sales, the potential loss 
to the taxpayers could be reduced if these assets are managed and sold efficiently. The RTC 
is working on improving its marketing and sales strategies and is seeking creative, yet sound 
techniques to maximize returns. 

To fulfill its remaining mission, the RTC will benefit from good managers. Jack Ryan of 
OTS was appointed deputy CEOrisllen Xukla (sp) of the'OTS has been appointed general 
counsel. And Tom Horton has been promoted to acting senior vice president for asset 
management and sales. And I can tell you today that the administration expects to submit its 
nomination for a permanent chief executive shortly. 

I thank Roger Altman for the service that he has done as the interim CEO. His term expires 
the end of March, and we hope by then to have a candidate. In line with the RTC 
Completion Act, Jack Ryan Will serve* aislffm Interim - CfcD between the time Mr. Altman's 
term expires and the permanent CEO is confirmed. The Oversight Board will also make some 
appointments to the audit committee, which will be in operation soon. 

I've asked Frank Raines (sp), vice chairman of Fannie Mae, to chair that one, and to serve as 
members we asked Jonathan File tar (sp) of OTS, Robert Larsen (sp), vice chairman of the 
Taubman (ph) Company and a former member of the Oversight Board. Mr. Larsen (sp) has 
also been renominated to serve, on the Oversight Board, and I hope you'll be able to approve 
his nomination soon. The RTC. will close down on December 31, 1993, one year earlier than 
originally thought, and planning for that is well underway. I expect the new management to 
work with the people at the FDIC in a cooperative way to cany out the transition of the RTC 
to the FDIC. 

This past year the Oversight Board has also strengthened our staff reviews. I was being 
reminded of my testimony of last year and the recommendations and the improvements that 
we sought to bring about We have done a number of them. We haven't completed them all. 
We're obviously still working at it, and we're scrutinizing some. 

For instance, our staff has been monitoring die RTCs efforts to improve its contracting 
systems and its oversight A review is being conducted to make sure policies are applied 
uniformly to all contractors and that contract oversight procedures provide effective review of 
performance. Another example: The staff has focused on ihe RTCs financial operating plan, 
its operating budget and all its borrowing activity, and our advisoiy boards are taking hard 
looks at the policies governing asset sales. Late last year, Ira Hall of IBM USA was named 
chairperson of the National Advisoiy Board, bringing considerable financial expertise and 
private sector expertise to lhat process. 

These boards meet regularly at sites nationwide to discuss progress and to hear testimony 
from witnesses on how these regulations and procedures affect different parts of the country. 
The RTC listens to their advice, and they have been instrumental in advancing affordable 
housing opportunities. Our advisory board structure will change this year. 
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The Completion Act created a new affordable housing authority board to replace the National 
Housing Advisory Board. That new board will be made up of nine members, including the 
secretary of HUD. They will be providing advice on affordable housing programs, and how 
to merge RTC programs with the FDIC programs after the shutdown, and we're looking 
forward to working with them. Now, last year at this hearing, as I said, I announced those ten 
goals insofar as improving or reforming RTC management - things like putting in place a 
system to ensure prompt follow-up on findings of the inspector general and the General 
Accounting Office, strengthening thFcontracting system and oversight of its private sector 
contractors, appointing a chief financial officer. The RTC Completion Act mandated and 
expanded on those reform, and RTC is moving to meet the standards that Congress 
determined and set. 

I'm pleased with the results, and in a minute, I'd like Roger Altman to discuss them with you 
one by one. I hope you especially note what we've done on opportunities for minority- and 
women-owned businesses an'd m^eTigtheni internal accounting and administrative 
control systems. I personally believe that these programs are an important part of RTC duties 
and that this is an area it must continue to focus on to ensure legislative mandates are carried 
out. And Mr. Chairman, let me end on this. I believe that the RTC has made significant 
progress in the past year in achieving its mandates and in addressing the concerns that you 
folks in the Congress raised, concerns by the GAO and by the oversight board. You bet 
there've been a lot of problems, but the organization has been relatively free from partisan 
conflict. Republicans and Democrats alike have been committed to fulfilling the government's 
obligations to protect depositors at the least cost to the taxpayers. In *94 we'll keep working 
at that one, and looking to '95, well, I believe the RTC will be more than happy to be out of 
business. I sure will be happy. Thank you. Now let me turn it over to Mr. Altman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Mr. Altman, we'd like to hear from you now. 

MR. ALTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too. have a longer statement which, with your 
permission - 

SEN. RIEGLE: Without objection. 

MR. ALTMAN: - that I hope would be entered into the Record, and I'll summarize it here. 
This is probably the final time I will appear before the Congress in any RTC capacity. Under 
the terms of the Vacancy Act,, my appointment would expire on March 30. There are limited 
circumstances under which that could be extended, but I don't believe they will apply. 

As Secretary Bentsen said, it's our intention to nominate a permanent chief executive as soon 
as possible. 

Last year we chose I think a fine candidate, Stanley Tate (sp). He withdrew, which was not 
at our urging, and I believe he would have done a good job. I also want to join with Secretary 
Bentsen in thanking the entire committee for its bipartisan efforts to secure funding through 
the completion act passed late last year. 

I'd also like to note that the RTC has taken special efforts to be responsive relative to the 
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California earthquake. Foreclosures in those effective areas have been delayed, home owners 
are being helped to avoid delinquencies on mortgages held by the RTC, and we notified 
FEMA of 54 multifamily units and 47 single family residences that can be made available for 
temporary housing. Now, on to the status report. 

Mr. Chairman, the S&L collapse required the biggest financial rescue probably in world 
history. Including money spent by^ the FSLIC beginning in 1988 it's expected to cost the 
American taxpayers the staggering sum of about $150 billion. To put that into perspective, at 
today's budget levels that's equivalent to about 45 years of Head Start, about nine years of 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children. And at a time when we all struggle to finance 
federal support of vital activities from national security to education, these are sobering 
comparisons. I'm sure all of use would agree on a bipartisan basis to make every effort to 
ensure that such a fiasco is never repeated. When we inherited responsibility for this agency, 
it was not in sound condition. It was one of the largest contracting organizations of all time. 
But it had poor contracting"procedures. It was selling assets in massive blocs, denying local 
investors a shot at local properties which they knew best. And despite being larger than 
almost any American financial institution in the private sector, any bank or any securities 
firm, it had no full-time chief financial officer, no permanent general counsel, and it had no 
business plan. So we determined to concentrate on repairing the organization and when 
Secretary Bentsen first testified before this committee, almost exactly a year ago, he outlined 
a series of management reforms to which we committed ourselves, and I’d like to very 
quickly just review some of those. A full-fledged review of all 21 of them is appended to my 
statement 

Contracting. We found that the agency's contract award procedures had often been violated in 
the past, and our first action there was to mandate compliance. Some of the compliance 
problems reflected weak organizing principles. Contracts were often let by the same 
employees responsible for overseeing them. Obviously, in the event of a compliance problem, 
the employee then had little incentive to draw attention to it. So the Office of Contracts has 
been reorganized into two separate units; one for contract solicitation and award, and another 
for contract administration, to avoid conflict, and the scope of contracting oversight has been 
substantially expanded. Among other things, the staff there has been more than doubled, and 
reviews of nearly 500 outstanding contracts were undertaken last year. 

Next, audits. A new reporting system has been implemented to ensure that management 
responds to the concerns raised by auditors. And that system now tracks and updates the 
status of all inspector general, GAO and internal RTC findings and recommendations. And 
I'm pleased to say that the RTC today is current in following up on almost all GAO and OIG 
findings. Business plan. We completed a comprehensive business plan. We provided copies 
of that to this committee. It is a highly detailed and, I think, objectively speaking, good piece 
of work. It's intended to be a living document and we're going to update it regularly as 
conditions warrant. 

Chief financial officer. Donna Cunningham, our chief financial officer, has been on board for 
about eight months. She's taken that helm very ably, as reflected in a series of improvements 
in the internal controls in the organization. 
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The professional liability section. This has been a particularly troubled area of RTC 
operations. There have been complaints from both sides of the spectrum, as the comments 
already here today illustrate; complaints that the RTC was unfairly pursuing former S&L 
directors who had no real roles in those organizations and, on the other side, complaints that 
the RTC was not sufficiently zealous in pursuing the real crooks. 

As GAO recognized in its mid-'93 report, the primary problems have involved inadequate 
staffing and an overall lack of experienced attorneys and the temporary nature of the RTC has 
made it particularly difficult from a recruiting point of view. But we have worked hard to 
increase the size and the training of the staff in this area. We currently have the highest total 
of attorneys on board in the agency's history. Moreover, senior RTC and FDIC officials are 
planning to merge the RTC unit here, the PLS unit, with its counterpart in the FDIC, 
recognizing that the FDIC is a source of experienced attorneys in this area. 

I also want to say that effective proswutioiToTTLS^lajms continues to be one of the RTCs 
highest priorities. 

Secretary Bentsen referred to our having formed an audit committee and appointed its 
members. We have also established a joint coordinating committee with the FDIC for 
purposes of planning the transition or portions of the RTC back into the FDIC by the end of 
•93. 

I'd like to make a special set of comments about expanded opportunities for minorities and 
women. That's been one of our highest priorities, as Secretary Bentsen said. First of all, we 
elevated the minority and women's program to the divisional level, put the head of it on the+ 
executive committee reporting directly to the CEO. We took action to expand the number of 
minority- and women-owned businesses receiving RTC contract solicitations. And there are 
now more than 1,100 of them in our database. 

Let me say a couple of words about die record. On a cumulative basis since inception of die 
$3.7 billion awarded in nonlegal fees, $800 million have been awarded to minority- and 
women-owned businesses, 21 percent Take a look at last year. We paid nonlegal fees of 
$500 million. Minority- and women-owned businesses received 31 percent of those. We also 
encouraged efforts to encourage the use of minority- and women-owned law firms on the 
legal side, as far as legal fees are concerned. Last year, such firms received $54 million, or 
13 percent, of all legal fees from us, a big increase over the *92 level. And within the 
category of minority- and wpmen-owned law firms, minority-owned law firms received $36 
million, far above die $23 million of a year before. I think the entire RTC is quite proud at 
the sharply increased levels of minority and women's participation in all of the fee- generating 
activities of the agency, and details on that are also appended to my statement Turning 
briefly to operations and financial issues. Secretary Bentsen cited a series of statistics relative 
to the amounts of institutions which have been resolved since inception. To me the most 
important statistic is $9,000. That's the average balance in institutions which have been 
resolved. And for those who think this has been a bailout of die rich and famous, I think 
that's a pretty telling number. 
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We have 63 institutions under conservatorship today, SI 8 billion of deposits. Now that the 
Completion Act is law, we're in the process of marketing these remaining conservatorships. 

We think these 63 will be resolved, Mr. Chairman, by the summer of this year, and it should 
cost $9 billion to $1 1 billion to do that. 

On the asset sale side, we exceeded the targets we initially set last year. Book value 
reductions, S63 billion; cash proceeds, 76 percent of that. That’s a recovery rate below 
previous years because now we're down to poorer-quality assets, hard-to-sell assets. For this 
year, '94, we expected to reduce the book value of our inventory by $43 billion, cash 
proceeds $29 billion, projected recovery rate, 66 percent. 

Now, on this asset sales side, one of things we did was to put in place a small investor 
program because, if I've heard anything in this past year in this capacity, it was that local 
investors were not — did not have a shot at local properties which they knew best. So we 
took steps to ensure that assets~would belw&taBteTdr Tale Individually to small investors 
with moderate levels of capital. Under this program, individual offerings of real estate 
properties have been emphasized. Underscore "individual." Auctions and sealed- bid sales 
have become more frequent and geographically focused. Smaller loan pools are being offered 
to allow buyers to purchase smaller, more geographically segmented groups of loans. And Tm 
pleased to say that at the most recent non-performing loan auction, in August last year, a third 
of the winners were new buyers who had not participated before, and the new bidders, overall 
bidders were for the most part smaller companies with a much higher preference for small 
loan pools and were most interested in buying geographically-focused loan packages located 
in their own areas. 

Affordable housing — Secretary Bentsen noted this — since inception we’ve sold over 77,000 
units, for a total of $1.2 billion. The average annual income of households purchasing in that 
program has been about $24,000, which, by the way, is 61 percent of the national median 
family income. Finally, Mr. Chairman, the issue of whistle-blowing. 

As was noted earlier, last September this committee held oversight hearings where a variety 

of allegations were made, including retaliation against whistle-blowers. 

Now, let me emphasize in the strongest terms, we support protections for whistle-blowers and 
have taken several actions to address those allegations. I issued a memorandum on October 
4th to all RTC employees strongly reiterating our policy of prohibiting retaliation against 
whistle-blowers. We established an employee ombudsman program to augment the efforts of 
the inspector general in gathering all types of employee allegations. That ombudsman reports 
directly to die CEO on a weekly basis, and I think that program is working pretty well, 
because as of February 15th we'd received 116 inquiries, 96 of which had been closed and 20 
of which were still pending. 

We also had conversations in person and by telephone with six of the individuals who 
testified here before this committee. And during these interviews we solicited comments, 
feedback, and suggestions from them on how best to remedy the problems which they raised. 
And a number of those interviews were insightful and have been taken into account in our 
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efforts to remedy some of the management problems at the RTC. And I just want to 
underscore how seriously we have taken these allegations and that hundreds of hours have 
been spent working to understand and resolve them. 

In closing, the Completion Act requires the RTC to terminate on December 31st, 1995. We 
will make that, there is no question that we will make that, and I think it will be a happy day 
for all concerned, especially the American taxpayer. Thank you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you very much. We're going to now proceed with the questions, and 
we'll go with the normal five-minute time periods. 

Chairman Greenspan, let me start with you. The Federal Reserve, of course, has raised 
interest rates earlier this month, and you just indicated publicly again that further increases are 
likely. And we know in the past that rising interest rates have had the effect of causing 
significant problems for thriftsr Now;*ohviou^ThiTamouht is highly relevant But my 
question to you would be what effect are these higher interest rates likely to have on the RTC 
and, for that matter, on the future health of the thrift industry, which is still trying to work its 
way back? 

MR. GREENSPAN: Mr. Chairman, I think you raise a very important question, because one 
of the lessons of this whole experience has been that we have - we've put into place in the 
early post-war years an institution which was a specialized institution, one which could not 
function in a period of significant inflationary imbalances, an institution which had long-term 
assets and short-term liabilities. And, as the secretary indicated, when interest rates generally 
go up that institution is pressed as, indeed, we saw in an extraordinary sense in the period 
1979-1980. 

One of the things that is very important that we not allow to happen again is that 
extraordinary type of inflationary imbalance which was so destructive to those types of 
institutions. To be sure, savings and loans as a consequence of that have restructured their 
balance to a significant extent and the maturity mismatch is not of the size that it was 
previously. 

Nonetheless, should interest rates rise significantly, then I think it does put those institutions 
in a very difficult position. It's been the concern of die Federal Reserve that we endeavor to 
fend off any such types of inflationary instabilities, and the actions that we took — we took on 
February 4th, and die general discussion which I outlined to die House Banking Committee's 
subcommittee in trying to comprehend the type of problems that may be out there, were put 
forward precisely to prevent the types of difficulties which so debilitated the savings and 
loans. 

To date, the effects on these institutions, of course,, have been minimal, and we don't expect 
to see any particular problems emerge on that, but I would like to call - ask my colleague, 
Jon Fiechter, what he sees, he's looking at these institutions in a much more detailed way than 
I. 
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MR. FIECHTER: I would echo what Chairman Greenspan said. One - well, first, clearly a 
major risk in the thrift industry, given the nature of the business, is interest rates, but a real 
difference between the thrift today versus the thrift of the late 70s that ran into so much 
difficulty when the — there was the rate (spike ?) in the early '80s, is that restructuring both 
of assets and liabilities, there are a lot of thrifts now that won't hold fixed rate mortgages any 
longer because they went through the early '80s. Also, as a consequence of (rate Q ?), 
institutions are able to much better manage their liabilities. As you know, Mr. Chairman, as a 
consequence of FDICIA, OTSTias spenfaTb! of time on “interest rate risk. We have a fairly 
extensive model, and in anticipation of a question such as this, I asked the staff based on the 
information the thrifts now provide what would be the effect of a 200-basis-point increase in 
interest rates if it were to happen as a shock - sort of an across-the-board increase, but I don't 
think we're talking about that type of change. Only ten institutions would fail their current 
capital requirements. 

None of them would go below TpercenY capital, ho weverT "And while it's a very uncertain 
world we live in, the analysis that we've done has suggested that at least in the numbers that 
we're talking about today, the thrift industry is in a much better position to handle rate 
increases going forward. 

SEN. R1EGLE: I think that's an important response because I think it shows as well that in 
re-engineering, through FIRREA and then FDICIA, the arrangements that the general strategy 
is working. Now, if we get overtaken by, you know, events that were to drive interest rates 
above 200 basis points then we're into a different zone. But let's hope we're not going to deal 
with that. Chairman Greenspan, let me ask you one other question. This issue has obviously 
gotten a lot of attention here this morning. Are you satisfied with the way the Madison 
Guaranty issue has been handled by the RTC? 

MR. GREENSPAN: The oversight board has, as far as I'm concerned, had no relationship 
with the Madison issue because that is a special case which is handled by the RTC directly. 
And I must say, I have not followed it in any manner which would enable me to address the 
question in a useful manner for you. SEN. RIEGLE: Senator D'Amato? 

SEN. ALFONSE D'AMATO (R-NY): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hove, on August 10th, 1989, there was a letter written to Mr. John O'Donnell by a Ken 
K. Schenck (sp). He's a credit specialist I don't know whether you've seen this letter in your 
reviews of this whole matter, but just let me read you the last paragraph. 

"In the process of our suit against Frost & Company, we will most certainly examine 
practices and procedures Madison Guaranty used in the day-to-day operations. We are 
making this information available in detail to Mr. Hubbell." Now listen to this sentence: "To 
believe that none of this information will make it back to his family is naive. I do not know 
whether or not any information upcoming will be damaging, however, I would like someone 
with a wider scope of authority to review the situation and possibly eliminate this conflict" 
Here's a credit specialist who's telling you what the real world is about He was there. 

Now, let me go on. In the report released by the FDIC — eight pages of what I think is the 
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most incredible whitewash of Whitewatergate that I've seen. This is incredible - incredible. 
And Fve spoken to you just briefly before and I told you what Tm going to ask you. Page 
six, the bottom: "In addition, we have found no evidence that the firm had a close relationship 
with the S&L which might call into question its independence.” 

I mean, I have to tell you, given the information that your people were reporting back to Mr. 
O'Donnell, FDIC S&L project area coordinator, August 10th, 1989, given this incredible - I'd 
say the FDIC makes an assertionlhat the~Kose Law Firm did not maintain a close 
relationship with Madison Guaranty. That's incredulous in light of the fact that they had a 
monthly retainer with them for IS months for several years earlier. I mean, how do you 
come to this conclusion? 

Now let me ask you one other thing. Is it true that no documents were reviewed as part of 
the FDIC's internal review which was conducted by your law department? Is that true? 


MR. HOVE: Let me respond to your question in the order that you gave them. You first 
talked about Mr. Hubbell and his relationship with the suit ~ with the Frost accounting firm. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Have you seen this memo? 

MR. HOVE: I have not seen that memo. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Let's have staff give a copy of this memo to Mr. Hove, please. 

MR. HOVE: Let me respond to that 

SEN. D' AMATO: Would you like to look at that last paragraph and let me know whether or 
not your people, in conducting this review have seen this? It goes back to 1989. And die 
person who sends it says it would be naive to think that Mr. Hubbell would not pass this 
information on to his family. 

MR. HOVE: But let me respond by saying that even if he had the issue between Mr. Ward, 
who is Mr. Hubbell's father-in-law, and the Madison Guaranty had been already decided, 
and Mr. Ward had a judgment at that time against Madison. That case was on appeal, and 
therefore, any information that Mr. Hubbell could obtain, even if he would obtain it, and give 
it to his father-in-law would not be admissible, would not be in the appeal process, even if he 
had had the information to give to him. 

SEN. D* AMATO: Mr. Hove, did you ask you, did read page six, the bottom of your report? 
Because we dont have much time. So Fm going to - it says, ”We And no evidence that the 
firm had a close relationship with the S&L.” Do you really believe that to be the case? Do 
you really believe that a monthly retainer that Hillary Rodham Clinton had did not establish a 
close relationship? Are you really suggesting that there was none? 

MR. HOVE: Her relationship - 
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SEN. D' AMATO: Is that credible in light of what you know? MR. HOVE: Her relationship 
with Madison was on an issue that was in a state agency and not with the federal 
government. It was not with the FDIC. And our case was not against Madison. Our case 
was against the Frost Law Firm — or over the Frost accounting firm. 

In addition, we find no evidence that the firm had a close relationship with the S&L, which 
might call into question its independence. I mean, are you serious? I mean, that is a 
conclusion that was made. Let me tell you, it was made by your legal department. 

Let's go into something else. As part of list year's RTC Act, we have an inspector general 
that was created in the FDIC. Was the FDIC inspector general involved in this review? 

MR. FIECHTER No, sir. The review was started at your request, if you recall. I had 
indicated to you in my confirmation hearing that we were undergoing a review by our legal 
division as to what was the policy, the conflict policy that may be in effect between the Rose 
law firm and the FDIC in the lawsuit that Rose was doing for the FDIC against the Frost 
accounting firm. SEN. D' AMATO: Let me ask~ybiT thTsT^Do you plan to ask the inspector 
general's office to analyze the procedures used by the FDIC legal staff in conducting this 
internal review and in essence to review this matter? 

MR. FIECHTER I would do that if the committee requested that. SEN. D' AMATO: Well, I'm 
requesting it, and I would suggest that you didn't need - you wouldn’t need the committee to 
ask you to do this. I'd suggest to you that it's your job to do it. Td suggest to you that when 
you have such obvious areas of conflict in this report, when you're saying that there was no 
close relationship, when you're suggesting that Webb HubbeH would not and was not in the 
position to give any information to his father-in-law, that is incredulous. And if you don't 
have an inspector general looking to something like this, then what do you have him for? 

And what do you have? You have staff people who are going to make - who make this kind 
of determination? ... .. 

Now, I have to tell you you will be doing yourself and the FDIC, I think, a great, great 
damage if you just think that you're going to let it rest on this eight pages of sophomoric, 
legalistic mumble jumble that doesn't hold water. And I've just looked at this report Tve seen 
some occasion to see it in the newspaper. This is the first time Tve had an opportunity to 
review it personally this morning, and it's shockingly inept. _ 

Now, question. Do you intend, not by way of this committee instructing you, to put this 
matter, and don't you think it's appropriate that it be submitted to the inspector general? Yes 
or no? 

MR FIECHTER Senator, we've been reviewing this to review our procedures, to review our 
procedures with conflicts, with conflicts not only with the Rose law firm but every law firm 
that we deal with. And our procedure is to deal not only with the actual conflicts but also to 
deal with the appearance of conflicts. And in this case had we done that, had we dealt with 
the appearance of conflicts, it is likely that the appearance would have been different - the 
conclusion may have been different. But Senator, this has been several years ago. At that 
time we had many cases coming in to us as a result of the savings and loan failures, and the 
conflict, under the rules that we were dealing with at that time, did not present any conflict of 
interest from the Rose law firm suing the Frost accounting firm. 
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SEN. D' AMATO: It's what we're doing today. Today you're saying there may be a conflict 
back then because they didn't have clear rules spelled out. Today you're saying there may be a 
conflict back then because they didn't have clear rules spelled out Now let me tell you 
whether it smells today ~ and it smelled then - I don't want to get into this legalese that 
maybe — I want to know if you're going to ask the inspector general to review this matter. 
That's a question. 

MR. HOVE: I will do that if commifi’eelequests it. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Well, Mr. Chairman, I would at this point in time move that we ask that 
this matter be reviewed by the inspector general. Now this is not going to interfere with any 
federal prosecution that's taking place, but it's a question of ascertaining whether or not we're 
getting the facts. It's a question of whether or not legal counsel has analyzed all the 
documents. I don't know — I read in one news account that says that no documents were 
received as part of the FDIC r s inierhal re vi e'w.T don’t know~whether that's true or not, but 
that's certainly something I intend to pursue. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Yeah, let me just respond to your question because the time is up and I want 
to stay within these time periods or well - we won't be able to move any at all here in an 
efficient way. 

Let me take your request under review. I'm not sure but what a request from a single senator 
may be sufficient to — in asking for an inspector general review. I don't know without sort of 
looking at our past practices and precedents, but let us research that question. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Let me thank you for the manner in which you've handled it, but I have to 
tell you something. I'm wondering why when I asked you a question, yes or no, would you 
undertake this — and Mr. Hove, before you answered, die fellow behind you with the glasses 
who has got a lot of hair I wish I had, you know, came up and told you what to say. Now, 
can I ask what is your title and what is your responsibility? 

MR. : The acting general counsel. 

SEN. D'AMATO: You're the acting general counsel. Well, you know, sir, whether or not 
you're going to ask, it seems to me for this to be reviewed is a matter if you see that die 
propriety of this report, die integrity, the correctness of it can be substantiated. And it would 
seem to me that you'd want to do dial 

MR. HOVE: Well, let - 

SEN. D'AMATO: It would seem to me that without counsel coming to you and saying 
whether — you know, you can wriggle out by saying that the committee has to ask. And I 
appreciate die chairman's response, I really do. 

But I just want to make that observation, Mr. Hove. I find your response totally 
unacceptable. 
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MR. HOVE: Mr. Chairman? 

SEN. RIEGLE: We’ll let — I want to move ahead to Senator Kerry, who is next, and if you 
want to make a response, certainly — 

MR. HOVE: Yes, I would like to, and first of all, all the documents, everything that we have 
discovered is available to the special counsel, and we will make that available to the special 
counsel. I will commit to you thall^TllEk the inspector general to undertake an 
investigation. 

SEN. D* AMATO: Thank you. Thank you very much. And I think you have done the 
administration a service, yourself, the FDIC, and I applaud you for that. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Kerry? 

SEN. KERRY: Mr. Hove, you were originally appointed to your position by President Bush, 
weren't you? 

MR. : That's correct. 

SEN. KERRY: So you're a holdover from the Bush administration then. There's no special 
affiliation you have with President Clinton, is that correct? MR. : That's correct. 

SEN. KERRY: I think it's a fair issue always as to what die level of review is, as to any 
institution, if it takes place. And I've certainly shared a public expression of concern about 
what the inspector generals have done or not done. But I would like to see, if it’s going to be 
done, as to Madison, I really want to see it done as to Columbia and as to some of the 
others. I just think we ought to cover the board here. 

Secondly, I want to point out the distinction here which we keep missing. And one of my 
colleagues earlier said if this were President Reagan who did this and it was Silverado and so 
forth, we'd be screaming. Those were sitting presidents who made sitting decisions regarding 
a policy at that moment in time that cost the taxpayers a lot of money. There is no sitting 
presidential decision here, there is no issue of presidential policy here. There is no issue of 
taxpayers being cost money by an action taken by the president of the United States at this 
time. This happened in 1982 and 1986, before they became president. Now, an individual 
died and there's an investigation into the death of that individual and what may or may not 
happened is a fair question with respect to the death. And that's being investigated by the 
first special prosecutor of an opposing party that I can think of in my public memory in 
public office that's been appointed. That is the clear distinction here. And it is a very real 
distinction. No taxpayer money, no public issue of policy, no decision of a sitting president 
of the United States with respect to what this committee has oversight on and is here for 
today. 

The question is legitimate: what took place, were there relationships previously — these are 
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important as to all these banks. And it is fair for the special prosecutor to proceed on that, 
and it is even more important that this committee guarantee down the road that we investigate 
everything. I'm not sitting here saying something may not have taken place. In point of fact, 
there may be some indication that some folks outside of the White House may have some 
questions to answer. But there is no evidence whatsoever with respect to policy or taxpayer 
money or any decision made by the president of the United States that warrants this kind of 
inquiry. 


Now, let me ask you, if I may, Mr. Altman, and Mr. Secretary, perhaps you can share with 
me, because one of our concerns is not just Madison but a whole lot of other institutions. I 
think 42 percent of the total losses fall in Texas alone. And there's a serious question about 
professional liability with respect to those institutions. I'd like to know, to date, what is tire 
total amount of money recovered to date from directors or officers of these institutions 
nationally? 


MR. ALTMAN(?): $640 million, senator. 

SEN. KERRY: Six hundred and forty million? 

MR. ALTMAN(?): From institutions - from institutions. 

t 

SEN. KERRY: And that's recovered through liability cases. MR. ALTMAN(?); Those are 
criminally related recoveries. * 

SEN. KERRY: What about pivil? Is there any at this point? MR. ALTMAN(?): In addition to 
that figure I gave you, about $745 million from civil-related recoveries. 

SEN. KERRY: So we have in fact recovered to date a billion three, is that correct? It’s not 
insignificant 

Can you break down where, that has taken place? It's my understanding 42 percent of the 
total cost of bailout was Texas. Is there a corresponding recovery rate or any kind of rate 
you could give us as to where the most money came from? 

MR. ALTMAN(?): I don't have information with me, senator, on state-by-state breakouts, and 
I don't know whether - 

SEN. KERRY: Would it be possible just to get that at some point in time? MR. ALTMAN: 
Well be happy to do our best to do so. 

SEN. KERRY: I think it would be good to have a sense of that It's my understanding that 
you were going to take a look at this question of sort of why die recovery rate may or may 
not have been low. Have you been able to draw any conclusions as to that? I mean, one of 
the things I heard is that a lot of the attorneys who came on believing that they were going to 
be able to engage in recovery grew so frustrated at not being able to do so in the early years 
that they left I don't know if that's legitimate or if you've found other reasons, but could you 
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share with the committee what, if anything, you may have discovered with respect to the 
recovery process? 

MR. ALTMAN: As I said in my opening comments, the entire PLS area has been a troubled 
one, and there have been complaints from both ends of the spectrum about overzealousness 
and about inadequate pursuit. And we've had as GAO in its report noted a high degree of 
turnover and difficulty retaining - recruiting and retaining experienced attorneys because of 
the temporary nature of the’RTCTXfterlill, here we are with less than two years to go. 

SEN. KERRY: Currently that's true. What about in eighty - what about in the early stage — 
late — late ' 80 s? 

MR. ALTMAN: Well, of course, the RTC has always been intended to be a temporary 
agency, and I'd just refer you to the GAO report which concluded that that was a particular 
problem. And as I've mentioned, we've made aTseTies of efforts to strengthen that, the most 
important of which is to hire a very good and very strong general counsel. 

When we inherited responsibility for the RTC, despite its being such a large institution — as I 
said, larger than almost any private financial institution in the country - it didn't have a 
full-time general counsel. And that's a very important step we took. We've also got more 
PLS attorneys on board today than ever before in the history of the organization. So we're 
making every effort to try to fulfill all the responsibilities we have in this area. I don't think 
there's any way to know, senator — or if there is, I don't know - whether — or what 
percentage of recoveries that have been made compared to die potential that an ideal effort, a 
perfect effort would have obtained. I don't — I don't know the answer to that. 

SEN. KERRY: Okay. My time is up. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RDEGLE: Thank you much, Senator Kerry. 

Senator Bond is next 

SEN. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND (R-MO): Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Altman, 
are there special measures taken when in the resolution of a failed thrift you find it to be 
affiliated with a high profile individual? Someone in government, for example? 

MR. ALTMAN: The procedures, Senator, which the RTC follows are intended to be identical 
in each case, and they certainly have been identical in the case discussed this morning 

i 

SEN. BOND: After you discovered that the president of the United States's name might be 
mentioned in a criminal referral being made by your agency, did you take any steps to ensure 
that documents created in die case were protected and preserved? 

MR. ALTMAN: When the possibility of a criminal referral was brought to me, I took one 
step, and that was to instruct all the relevant RTC personnel to handle any judgments about 
criminal referral in the same exact fashion that they would be handled in any other PLS 
matter, no deviation whatsoever. As far as documents are concerned, the same thing 
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SEN. BOND: You instructed them to handle the documents in the same way? MR. 

ALTMAN: Thafs correct 

SEN. BOND: Were there any instructions received by you or to, your knowledge, anyone in 
your agency from the Department of Justice, the White House or special counsel with respect 
to the retention of documents? 

MR. ALTMAN: To the best of my knowledge, and I believe I know this, there were no 
requests or conversations with the White House whatsoever on that With regard to Justice 
and the special counsel, Fm advised there have been conversations, die essence of which is 
that each party reminding the other not to take steps or release information which could 
jeopardize either party's investigation. 

SEN. BOND: Given the facts I set out In my opening "statement, we are concerned about 
whether all the documents are there, can you assure the committee that no one has issued any 
instructions to you or your agency to retrieve, relocate, destroy or tamper with any documents 
dealing with Madison, its affiliated enterprises, directors, owners or business partners? 

MR. ALTMAN: I have no knowledge whatsoever of any such effort SEN. BOND: Has 
anyone in your agency, specifically the Department of Records Management, indicated to you 
there are any missing documents? Or has anybody discovered any files missing or 
unaccounted for? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. BOND: You are absolutely sure that — 

MR. ALTMAN: No, your question was: Has anybody indicated to me. SEN. BOND: All 
right 

MR. ALTMAN: The answer is no. 

SEN. BOND: Would you inquire of your records management agency whether they have 
either. A, been given instructions about the handling of documents from somebody outside or 
if they have found any evidence of missing documents or find that there are documents 
apparently missing? If you would inquire of that and advise us if you do find that there is 
such information? 

i » 

SEN. RIEGLE: I think the stenographer should note that he's nodding in the affirmative. 

MR. HOVE: Yes. 

SEN. BOND: Finally, will the RTC release copies of the initial September 1992 referral to 
the Department of Justice and copies of the second referral on October *93? 

.. I 
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MR. HOVE: Senator, we're not in a position to release any documents that could have a 
negative impact on the investigation. I don't think you would want us to do that. And 
documents of that type that you're talking about fall into that category. 

SEN. BOND: Allegations were made by Susan McDougal that many of the Whitewater files 
were actually delivered to Mrs. Clinton in 1987. What steps have been taken by your agency 
to recover those files or to ascertain where those files might exist? 


MR. HOVE: I have no knowledge of that matter. 

SEN. BOND: Have you heard of the allegation? 

MR. HOVE: Actually, no. 

SEN. BOND: Mr. Altman, “I know there's many"'aspectsl<Tit”I was just reading one of the 
stories appearing in Commentary which referred to those allegations. We don't know if they 
are true or not, but I would suggest that someone should make inquiry to ascertain whether 
there is any truth to the allegations and if so, to take appropriate steps to recover such 
documents. Finally, where are the documents being kept, and have they been thoroughly 
catalogued? 

MR. ALTMAN (?): Well, I can assure you that all proper procedures relative to safeguarding 
of documents are being followed. We also have a responsibility in regard to any case to 
obtain all the necessary materials for purposes of making a litigation decision. 

So any documents that the legal staff at the RTC believes would pertain — would help it 
reach a conclusion on a litigation decision, in this or any other matter, it makes a maximum 
effort to obtain. 

SEN. BOND: But that - you have no knowledge of the specific question I asked about the 
records potentially in the possession of Mrs. Clinton? MR HOVE (?): None whatsoever. 

SEN. BOND: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer? 

SEN. BARBARA BOXER (D-CA): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to pick up on where 
Senator D* Amato left off with Mr. Howe. 

Mr. Howe, as a Bush appointee, you were familiar, obviously, with the laws in those days 
regarding conflicts of interest, and you said that at that time there had to be a direct conflict 
of interest And die appearance of a conflict of interest now is considered important, but at 
that time, that's not the way things were done. Is that correct? 

MR HOWE: That is correct. Senator. 

SEN. BOXER So the law was strengthened, and now you have to look at the appearance of a 
conflict of interest 
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MR. HOWE: It's not a law, it's a procedure that we have at the FDIC. SEN. BOXER: All 
right. 

MR. HOWE: And at that time, we were looking only at the conflict of interest. Now we look 
not only at the conflict but also at the appearance of any conflict SEN. BOXER Right 
Well, Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very important point And what I would like to suggest 
is this; my colleague, Senator D'Amato, is very interested in this one particular SAL, which 
as I understand it, on the lisT Sf 'failures is the 194th largest in the country. I'm also interested 
in seeing if there were conflicts when lawyers were hired in some of the bigger closures. For 
example, there were, as I understand it 14 S&L failures that cost the taxpayers more than one 
billion [dollars] each. Of these mega failures, six were located in Texas, two in California, 
two in Arizona, one in New Jersey, one New York, one Florida and one Pennsylvania. And I 
would like to ask you - and since I think the chairman said a senator can make a request — 
that in these mega failures, these six, I would like you to go back and take a look at the law 
firms that we used at that time to see if there were conflicts of interest and have a - and at 
the same time that you issue this to Senator D'Amato, I would very much appreciate knowing 
that because I do have a big concern about the scams that were going on at that time. 

MR HOWE: Senator, many of these cases probably were the RTC cases and not the FDIC. 
The reason that we had this case was that we inherited the FSL1C cases in late 1988 or early 
1989. This one came to us at a window of time prior to RTC's being created. So I think that 
your request might better be directed toward the RTC. 

SEN. BOXER Well then I will make that request to the RTC and ask that we have that 
report Would I make that to Mr. Altman or Secretary Bentsen? Mr. Chairman, who do you 
think would be the appropriate party? 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, they both are hearing it, so — . 

SEN. BOXER All right Well, I will assume that will be done because, as I say, what I find 
most incredible is that there's this outrage directed at one particular situation, and ifs so 
obvious why. You know, Mr. Chairman, I just want to say this, if I might - FU get back. I 
just have to say this, if I might We all bring our experiences to the table, to our committees, 
to our work. And as I sat through this, I had the sense that this reminded me of something, 
the dynamics here, and it comes back to my being a mother and my experience in raising two 
kids, and when they wanted something, they made a pretty strong case. 

And if they really wanted something, they stamped their feet. And if I gave diem what they 
wanted, I expected diem to be happy because I acceded to their request And if they kept on 
stamping their feet. I’d tell them, "You're unreasonable." And if they kept it up, Td take 
further action. But I think what I see going on here is that there was a demand for the best 
and most impartial person to look at a situation that obviously had a lot of political overtones, 
and in an attempt to handle it fairly, that request was granted, and we don’t know the end 
result 

But what I see happening here, Mr. Chairman, is that people are still stamping their feet as if 
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nothing's been done. Something very important has been done. A lease has been taken on 
offices for something like four years. Eight attorneys are looking at this whole situation. 

Every question that's been asked by my colleagues is being looked at, not by a Democratic 
prosecutor, as Senator Kerry has pointed out, but by a Republican prosecutor, and someone 
who I believe has the faith of the American people, if not some of the senators here today, 
who seem to want to interfere in that investigation. 

SEN. R1EGLE: Senator Boxer, I “might just say, you may or may not have seen this in this 
morning's Washington Post, but there have been 25 FBI agents assigned to work with the 
special counsel, in addition to that legal staff that you cite. 

SEN. BOXER: Yes. And, Mr. Chairman, I have to say that gives me great comfort. As much 
as I respect my colleagues' skill at questioning and badgering, I'd rather have this matter 
handled by someone who is so well-respected, cannot be accused of partisanship, as my 
colleagues on the Republican side here could be~or 1 could be~or Senator Kerry could be. 

So let's stop stamping our feet, and let's say this is good, that this investigation is going 
forward. And I really do have faith that we will find out what the problems were. And we 
don't know where it all will lead, but I don't think that turning this hearing into a browbeating 
of witnesses here does any good here at all. 

I have some written questions I would like to submit, but I would have to say overall I am 
pleased with the report that we're getting. It seems to me we're moving along, perhaps, 
hopefully, under budget, moving forward with women and minorities and the things that many 
of us care about, and going after these crooks. Thank you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Do you want to say something? Otherwise I'm going here. MR. ALTMAN 
(?): No, no. I just wanted to note to Senator Boxer that we would respond to that question 
that you earlier asked. 

SEN. BOXER: Thank you. I really look forward to seeing that for those six institutions. 
Thank you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you. 

Senator Bennett 

SEC. BENTSEN: Mr. Chairman, if I might - 
SEN. RIEGLE: Uh, excuse me. . . i 

SEC. BENTSEN: (Off mike) — my responsibilities as secretary of the treasury to deal in 
oversight, and I'm specifically precluded from intervening in individual cases. That's the 
responsibility of the RTC. 

: 

SEN. BOXER: But the RTC will do that. Thank you. 


SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Bennett 
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SEN. ROBERT F. BENNETT (R-UT): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with Senator 
Boxer: we all bring our personal experiences to this. I will try to stop stamping my feet 
(Laughter.) I think that's an appropriate response, but ~ 

SEN. BOXER: You've just been tapping your toe. (Laughter.) 

SEN. BENNETT/l've just been tapping my toe. I must, however, out of my own experience 
share with you the number of tomes - tKaFT as~a loyal Republican went to the White House in 
the Nixon administration and kept saying "You have got to get this out You have got to find 
out who is behind this and tell the truth." And I kept getting told "This is a third-rate burglary 
that nobody cares about" I’m sure on a list of breaking and entering - (laughs) - this would 
have — the Watergate breaking and entering would have been considered very, very minor. 
And people kept saying to me, "No, no, it'll all blow over." Well, it was members of your 
party, Senator Boxer, who kept stamping their feet and kep^the thing up. A special 
prosecutor was appointed who m my recollection was V Democrat I think Mr. Cox did not 
have very good Republican credentials when he was appointed to that circumstance. 

SEN. KERRY: He was a Republican. One of the good ones from Massachusetts, but he was 
a Republican. (Laughter.) 

SEN. BENNETT: He was a Republican? Well, I knew his law partner. He was a Democrat. 
We need not beat this further, but I do hope everybody understands that when there is an 
allegation of wrong-doing the smartest thing any politician can do is get all the facts out on 
the table. I've tried to do that. When I've been accused of making mistakes, I've discovered 
that the very best thing you can do politically is not try to cover it up, and that's the only 
advice I give my friends in this circumstance, having lived through the Watergate thing on the 
other side of it 

SEN. KERRY (?): Can I just take 30 seconds to say to my colleague that's exactly what we 
did. Senator Moynihan, national television, Senator Bradley, Senator Bob Kerrey, myself and 
others said appoint a special prosecutor, and indeed, the White House turned around and did it 
while the president was in Europe. , • 

, i 

SEN. BENNETT: I understand all that, but I also understand, .that the stamping of the feet that 
went on prior to that probably had something to do with that decision. I don't think it was 
entirely sound public policy on the minds of the people on the other side. 

Let's get back to fhe RTC if I can. I do want you to refer carefully to the article that I put in 
my opening statement You've talked a great deal about minorities and women, and I yield to 
no one in my desire to see to it that there is fairness done. 

The allegations that were made by the gentleman from Denver, however, is that there is 
serious reverse discrimination going on in the RTC, and that anyone who does not fall in that 
category cannot get a job and cannot get a promotion. And if that is true, that is something I 
think you should pay attention to. So I would ask you to review that 
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Now, make reference to continuing sales, and again, this is a personal circumstance. I've had 
a number of people come to me in Utah and say here is a marvelous investment opportunity 
to pick up at fire sale prices properties that can be enormously valuable. I have decided 
finally to divorce myself from having to make any investment decisions, and I put all of my 
assets in a managed trust and trust the trustees of that trust to make those kinds of decisions. 
But I said to them I cannot personally invest in this because I sit on the Banking Committee 
and it's involved in oversight of the RTC and these are RTC properties. 


But I did, prior to creating the managed trust for my assets, go through the process of looking 
at them, and as a businessman, I can say you really are moving them very rapidly because it 
struck me that some of the prices were indeed unduly low and that the RTC could in fact 
have gotten a better price almost as quickly if not just as quickly as they were getting for 
some of these properties. Do you have a sense on that issue? I'm not accusing you of 
anything, I simply want you to talk about it 


MR. ALTMAN: Well, first of all, Senator, we have a statutory responsibility to maximize 
recovery for the taxpayer, so we must pursue sale techniques which respond to that goal. 
Second, all RTC assets, for practical purposes, are sold at auction, auction of one kind or 
another. So rather by definition, the market -- the price which the market establishes on that 
day is the price. It's always possible to look back on any transaction and say you should have 
done it later or you should have done it earlier, but fundamentally all of our sales are on an 
auction-style basis. I think the only other point I would make is that we're now in - we now 
— our inventory today is of the harder-to-sell variety as we're getting down toward the end 
So our recovery rates, as I mentioned in my statement, are lower. I think last year we 
recovered at a rate of 76 percent of book value, and this year it'll be in the mid sixties. The 
character — 

SEN. BENNETT: Let me just go back to your earlier statement. I understand what you're 
saying here, and I don't want to be argumentative about it. One instance, we were told - or I 
was told that while it was technically an auction, the RTC had determined die price and that, 
if I would simply submit a bid for this price, I would be guaranteed to get it, that the RTC 
would not entertain any other requests. And I turned it down, as I say, for the reasons I've 
described, although I'll say to my colleagues, the ethics committee told me I need not have 
done that. I could have made the investment. I decided to avoid the stamping of feet later on 
in some future campaign in Utah. I would not run the risk. But it was my understanding that 
the people who did ultimately pick up the property did it for the price that we were told was 
the price. And we were told, "Yes, this is technically an auction; there will be a sealed bid, 
but this is the sealed bid we want and if you submit it at that price we can guarantee that you 
will get it" 

MR. ALTMAN: I'd like to make points. The first is — that's not how it's supposed to work, 
and if it worked that way — just taking your comments in their entirety J it should not have. 
Second, the RTC does reserve the right to reject bids and to establish in effect reserve prices 
or floors. So, it isn't the case - it isn't always the case that whatever the high bid is it's 
accepted. But, there should never be an auction where any such indication, any such 
knowledge is provided beforehand; if it was, it was a mistake and shouldn't have happened. 
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SEN. BENNETT: I'll just assume that it was a mistake in a particular circlmstance, and I'm 
grateful to you for your response. I 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, and perhaps a look could be taken at what may havl been going on 
there, because that's not — you know, let's not have it happen again. Senatir Sarbanes was not 
given a chance, was not here in the sequence to give an opening statemen| and has asked to 
do so and I'm going to acknowledge that as I do with everyone. And then after he's done 
that, we'll start his time clock on questions*” Senator Sarbanes.* 


SEN. PAUL SARBANES (D-MD): Mr. Chairman, I’ll be brief. I don’t want to impose on my 
colleagues, but I can't forego the opportunity with Chairman Greenspan here before us not to 
talk about interest rates just briefly, since I think they're so essentially involved with where 
the economy may be going. And I just want to - I want to make a statement about that 
I've met with the chairman from time to time, both privately and of course in public sessions, 
and I've raised with him the concern that a hike - in short^ermTates would raise long-term 
rates. The chairman's position has been, as I understand it, that when short-term rates go up 
long-term rates would initially rise but that within a few weeks or so thqp would settle back 
down to a level near where they had been When short-term rates were raised. We then 
contacted the Fed for the analysis that in effect was the underpinning for this statement 
We've had difficulty getting that analysis, but it's finally been forthcoming. And as the Fed 
says, and I quote, the Fed staff, "As you have noted, short- and long-term rates do tend to 
move together.” They then go on to make a rather subtle argument that to the extent that the 
Fed is ahead of the curve the response of long-term rates is less than when the Fed is moving 
too little too late, in responding to a build-up of inflationary pressure. So in a sense, they're 
shifting, as I understand it, the position that was asserted to me by the chairman. 

On the morning of February 4th when the Federal Open Market Committee raised the Fed 
fund rates from 3 to 3-1/4 percent, the 30- year bond rate stood at 6.30 percent — 6.30. Since 
that time, long- term rates have risen steadily. As of the close of business yesterday, die 
30-year bond rate was 6.6S percent Thus, since Fed funds were raised, long-term rates have 
risen by 35 basis points; in other words, more than the 25-basis-point increase in short-term 
rates. Now last summer at a hearing with Henry Kauffman (sp) and Paul Samuelson (sp), 
copies of which testimony were sent to the Fed and with a request that it be distributed to 
members of the Open Market Committee - Henry Kauffman (sp) argued that raising 
short-term rates could lead to higher long-term rates; in other words, die contrary of this 
position that was asserted that if you take up short-term rates, you can bring down long-term 
rates. And I quote Kauffman (sp). "I also take issue with the assertion that a small increase 
in the Fed fund rate this summer would be welcome by the financial markets and would 
accordingly lead to a decline in bond yields. Perhaps. But equally likely is that the bond 
market would interpret such a rise in the federal funds rate as the first of a number of future 
increases, and market participants might easily react by pushing bond yields higher. Under 
that scenario, the rise in the federal funds rate could magnify inflationary expectations, 
precipitating a sell-off of bonds.” 

Now just today, Hobart Rowen, one of our nation's most perceptive economic commentators, 
has an article in the Washington Post headed, "The Fed Meddles," and I just want to quote 
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from it briefly. "A s it his many times in the past, the Federal Reserve Board is taking the 
country down the wrong road by raising interest rates. It has violated the dictum. If it ain't 
broke, don't fix it,' and as a consequence, the smooth recovery from recession that has cheered 
business and consumers over the past year is being threatened. "Fed Chairman Alan I 

Greenspan told the Joint Economic Committee in widely analyzed testimony January 31 that 
the central bank, which had allowed interest rates to fall to record lows, would not change 
policy to slow economic growth. But four days later, on February 4th, die Fed raised 
short-term interest rates by one-quaheroFa point in Vquot’e, 'preemptive strike,' unquote, 
against future inflation. To make sure there was no doubt in the markets that the Fed had 
decided to interrupt the easy money pattern, Greenspan publicly announced die move. 

"In new testimony this week, Greenspan failed to justify the Fed's action. He admitted that 
there was no discernible inflation, that wages are not moving up, that there is virtually no fear 
the economy is growing fast enough to make overheating a danger." 

Now, the whole problem here - and I - this is to close this statement, and then I have just a 
couple of questions to put to Mr. Altman. I won't take anywhere near my question time 
because I — is all - it's all encapsulated in this — in this cartoon, which shows this truck 
moving down die road. It says "Economy”. And the economy has been moving down the 
road, and we all want to see that. The driver here has got his hands up to his head in horror. 
He's slamming on the brakes. As you can see, "Brake. Screech," bringing this truck labeled 
"The Economy" to a halt And the reason he's doing it is because out here in the middle of 
the street is a man labelled "Greenspan". (Laughter.) And he's bending over here. He's out in 
the middle of the road out in front of the truck, obviously forcing it to come to a screeching 
halt He's bending over to pick up these papers here that say "Interest Rates." And he's 
saying, "Lefs see, well just pick these up.” 

Now — 

MR. GREENSPAN: You know, senator,^ pulled a muscle in my back and I now just realize 
how I did it (Laughter.) 

SEN. SARBANES: Well, I'm glad we found the explanation for it, Mr. Chairman. SEN. 

KERRY: You know, Mr. Chairman, if you say something really interesting now about interest 
rates you could functionally terminate this hearing and relieve us all. (Laughter.) 

SEN. SARBANES: Mr. Chairman, I know that's not the focus of today's hearings, but I think 
this matter is of such importance. The Fed, of course, is urging the Congress to stay the 
course on fiscal policy. I happen to agree with dial I think we ought to stay within the 
constraints of the agreement that was reached last year, and I expect that we will. But by the 
same token, it's my own view that the Fed should have stayed the course on monetary policy, 
certainly until we had greater assurances that real growth was taking place in some lasting 
and permanent way and some evidence that one can look to that indicates that we're 
beginning to get some kind of inflationary problem. Now, Mr. Altman, I just want to put a 
couple of questions to you. Earlier you were questioned by one of my colleagues on the other 
side who went through a list of - (laughs) ~ sort of "Have you stopped beating your wife" 
type questions, I thought And so let me try to turn it around and get - 1 want to be sure. 
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Do I understand that the cases to which they're making such reference were handled in the 
same way that all other cases were handled — in other words, according to regular 
procedures? 

MR. ALTMAN: Senator, the instructions that I gave were that all procedures, normal 
procedures should be followed in this matter without any deviation. SEN. SARBANES: And 
to your knowledge, that's — I mean, to the b est of your knowledge that's the case. Is that 
correct? 

MR. ALTMAN: Yes. 


SEN. SARBANES: Mr. - 


MR. ALTMAN: Of course, I'm commenting as to the handling of the case under my 
responsibility. I'm not maJung a comment about matterTthaT Fhave no knowledge of of three 
or four years ago. 

SEN. SARBANES: Oh, I understand that, but as I understood the questions that were put to 
you, it was with respect to your own responsibilities. I don't how you could be expected to 
assume the responsibilities of others, so to speak. Mr. Chairman, I just have one comment 
about the constant reference here to Madison and Whitewater and so forth. And that is that, 
you know, an independent counsel has now been selected. I read the transcript of his press 
conference with the Attorney General when it was announced. Actually, as I understand it, or 
as he said, he defined the scope of the investigation. In fact, he says, Tm totally satisfied 
that I will have the independence and complete authority to do this job right" 

And then the resolution by which his jurisdiction is defined, this is Robert Fiske now Tm 
talking about; "This resolution has been deliberately drafted broadly. It was drafted by me to 
give me the total authority to look into all appropriate matters relating to the events that bring 
us all here today.” And he then goes on to specify that 

Now, of course, I think Fiske is regarded highly. In fact. Senator D' Amato called him "a man 
of unflinching and uncompromising integrity. He's the kind of person who will bring out the 
truth for the American people so there will be no question as to the thoroughness and 
objectivity of this investigation." I don't differ with that evaluation, I say to my distinguished 
colleague from New York, from what I know about Mr. Fiske and what's been told to me 
about him. So I think that's an accurate evaluation of him. Now, the other point I want to 
address is, he was asked in that conference, "Do you think that a congressional hearing of any 
kind at this point might hamper your investigation?” This was a question put to Fiske by a ~ 
at that press conference when he assumed his responsibilities. And this was his response, and \ 
I quote him - this is now Robert Fiske Tm quoting, the independent counsel: "I think the 
history of these situations is that it is difficult to conduct this kind of investigation at die 
same time a congressional investigation is going on. The decision whether to have such an 
investigation obviously is not mine, but I think just looking back at the past, we can all see 
that that is not an easy relationship." End of quote. 

And I just wanted to put that on the record, because I think it's very important to understand 
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that, you know, an independent counsel now has been selected The independent counsel has 
been given a grant of authority - actually, according to his own testimony, he defined, in 
effect, the grant of authority. I haven't quoted it, but the attorney general is very clear here in 
her statements that he has a full scope to proceed as he deems necessary and to call upon any 
resources that he thinks are advisable. And it seems to me that, you know, we've put the 
matter where it ought to be put. 

Now, there was some delay in getting totKat point. I understand that. But that's the point we 
are at now, and it seems to me that that is -- ought to be reassuring to the American people 
that this matter will be looked into thoroughly and comprehensively and that Mr. Fiske and 
his associates - and he's now in the process of putting together, I understand, a rather large 
and first-rate staff — will get to the bottom of this matter. And I think it's very important that 
that be put on the record. 

I thank the chairman. 


SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you. Senator Sarbanes. 

I made reference earlier - I'd just take one moment before calling on Senator Faircloth. I 
made reference earlier to the actual legal charter of independent Special Counsel Fiske which 
is published in the Federal Register on Friday, February 4th, and I've read it And it's really 
quite a - I just hold it up here, and well put it in the record so that ifs there in the context of 
this discussion. But this is about as broad and as firm a legal mandate as anyone could have. 
And I notice here that under the Department of Justice the action to accord him that kind of 
operating latitude was in the. form of a final rule. So this locks : it in. I mean, this independent 
counsel, I think highly regarded across this board — from Senator D'Amato's comments to 
others that have been made by other people who know him well - has the authority to go 
anywhere he thinks it necessary to go. And I again make reference to that article today in 
The Washington Post, because he's obviously setting up subsidiary investigative efforts, where 
he's putting together teams to go down each and every issue so that there are no questions left 
at die end of his work. In any event, I urge my colleagues to take a look at this, because I 
think it is instructive. Senator Faircloth. . . 

i 

SEN. LAUCH FAIRCLOTH (R-NC): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to thank you 
for the manner in which you've conducted die hearing. It hasn't been easy. I had one or two 
quick one-liners, and then I had some questions. (Laughter.) One of them is in sympathy with 
Mr. Altman. I bought and sold many a piece of land in my life. I never bought one that 
somebody didn't tell me I paid way too much for it, and I've never sold one that somebody 
didn't come immediately and tell me I should have gotten a lot more. But I survived. MR. 

ALTMAN: You probably did very well. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Chairman Greenspan, I think - two things. If we get nothing else out of 
all of this conversation, I believe it will demonstrate to the American people, and maybe to 
die Congress as a whole, that we need to keep die Federal Reserve, die Comptroller of the 
Currency, die Office of Thrift Supervision and die FDIC as separate entities, and it's well 
spent money to have diem separate by the taxpayer^ money to keep it as it is and not be 
consolidating it into a political position. I hope that's it As Senator Sarbanes mentioned on 
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your increase in interest rates and inflation, I have observed over the years that inflation is 
somewhat like Alzheimer's disease; you've had it three or four years before you find out you 
really have it. And inflation moves before we — it goes underground a long time. So I think 
you're absolutely right in increasing rates in anticipation of what might happen. I have found 
that inflation - a recession will scare you — in business, a recession will scare you to death, 
but inflation will kill you. And I have a question for Mr. Hove. 

Mr. Hove, ifs my understanding Waf Webster Hubbell, in his current position as associate 
attorney general, and in his words, "chief operating officer" at the Justice Department, has 
formally recused himself from matters regarding Madison Guaranty. Would you agree with 
me that it would be improper for Mr. Hubbell to seek to involve himself in the FDIC 
investigation beyond what he was asked by the Legal Division? 

And if you will — since that light is looking at me - I'd like yes or no answers, if you would. 

MR. HOVE: I think the issue of Mr. "Hubbell 'recusing himself Is an issue that Mr. Hubbell 
has to deal with. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Fine. Have you had any communication with Webster Hubbell 
concerning the Legal Division's report? 

MR. HOVE: I have not. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Are you aware of any communication between Webster Hubbell and an 
FDIC official in the general counsel's office regarding Mr. Hubbell's role in the Legal 
Division's then-pending investigation and report? MR. HOVE: Yes, sir. Legal Division has 
had conversations with Mr. Hubbell. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Are you aware of any 
communication between an official in the general counsel's office in Washington and the 
FDIC official in the Kansas City, Missouri field office regarding Webster Hubbell's role in the 
then-pending investigation and report? 

MR. HOVE: No, Tm not aware of that 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Would you be willing to let the general counsel's office release their 
telephone records for the week of January the 24th through January the 31st? 

MR. HOVE: Senator, we're willing to release any non-confidential information that would be 
generally available to the public. As you might know, many of these things would be privacy 
concerns and we would be concerned about releasing those without redacting some. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So you would not release them? 

MR. HOVE: No, sir, we will release them, we will release any non-confidential — 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right, that's - who decides whether it's, confidential or not? 

MR. HOVE: Well, does it include — does it deal with privacy of the individual. SEN. 
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HAIRCLOTH: Well yes it does, but we need - yeah, sure it does. That's what we want them 
for. (Laughter.) Will you? 

MR HOVE: We'll release anything that is publicly available, yes, sir. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: 
Well, it's not publicly available or we wouldn't be asking for it to be released. If it were in 
die want ad section. I'd have gone there to get it 

MR HOVE: Yeah, we have log of everyone that we've contacted, everyone weVe talked to 
on the phone, and well release that 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right Okay, that's what we need. 

I see in the Wall Street Journal and the Chicago Tribune, and it's generally out, that you 
found no conflict of interest between Ms. Clinton and her work in the Dan Lassiter (sp) and 
First American Savings and Loan, that you find her completely innocent 


MR HOVE: Senator, let me talk about that issue because that was not an FDIC issue, and 
that was not an investigation or a review that the FDIC has done. That was an issue that 
happened before FDIC ever became involved. That was an issue between the old FSUC — 
the old Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation and the failed savings and loan. First 
American in Illinois. They had filed the suit against Lassiter (sp). They had settled that suit 
before FDIC ever became involved in that. It was an issue that had happened way before 
FDIC ever became involved in it 
We have not reviewed that. We have looked at — 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: May I ask one quick question? 

MR HOVE: Yes. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Who settled it? Ms. Clinton and Foster? Is that - it was settled - you 
say it was settled It was settled by Ms. Clinton and Foster. MR HOVE: I'm not sure that it 
was settled by Mrs. Clinton. Mrs. Clinton's involvement was to sign an amended complaint 
for Mr. Foster that amended the complaint from the savings and loan against Lassiter (sp). 
That was her only involvement in that case. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right, go ahead I'm sorry, I interrupted you. MR HOVE: That case 
was settled over six years ago by die conservator. The conservator for that savings and loan 
had hired a law firm in Chicago. The law firm in Chicago subcontracted the Rose law firm 
to work on this case for diem as the conservator. The lawsuit was setded before we ever got 
it, and normally these facts would not trigger an investigation for us, but because of the 
increasing public interest — and if you choose, we will conduct an IG investigation to 
determine that — but again, the records are scattered all over because it's the old FSUC 
records and they were not compiled in any one location. So it's a very difficult issue. It — 
there's no single repository of these records. And we'd be willing to assist your staff in 
locating any of these records that may be available and to make some determination as to 
what the involvement was. 
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SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So this clearing of Ms. Clinton in any involvement with the American 
Savings and Loan and Dan Lassiter (sp) was done by the FDIC, it was done by the — 

MR. HOVE: We have not cleared it. The only contact we've had on the First American 
Savings and Loan and the Lassiter (sp) case was a press contact that came as a result of an 
article that appeared first in the Chicago Tribune, and we responded to that saying exactly 
what I've told you, that this was not an FDIC issue, that it was in fact a FSLIC issue that 
occurred before FDIC ever became" involved’ in any FSLIC issue. 

The issue was settled, the settlement was made before FDIC ever became involved in this 
issue. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right, so — but the - would the statute run on it, could it be opened 
by the special counsel? 

MR. : I haven't any idea. That's a question I guess I'd Tiave to ask my attorney. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Ask him. 

MR. : (Confers.) I don't know. 

MR. : I have no idea either. 

MR. : We don't have enough records at this stage to know — SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Thank 
you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Although I'll repeat again, and you’ll read it from this Federal Registry (sic): 
"The independent special counsel has two authorities. One authority is for criminal 
prosecutions. The other authority is to proceed with civil actions.” 

Now, the civil authority doesn't relieve any other regulatory body of whatever civil action 
they might appropriately take. But the point is, the special counsel has the specific grant of 
authority to proceed down both tracks. And it's laid out four different times in this charter of 
responsibility, and it's a very important point 

SEN. D' AMATO: Will the chairman yield? Just on that point, because to be quite candid 
with you, until the chairman read the grant of authority, I was given to believe that the 
special counsel would confine himself to the criminal side. I'm not suggesting to you that the 
grant may not give him broader powers. I would think it would behoove us, and I'm not 
attempting to get the exact language determined now, but if we could not, send a letter from 
this committee and ascertain, indeed, will he undertake the review of various civil matters, 
such as the one brought up as it relates to this last matter that Senator Faircloth brought up, 
and there are some others. I think that would at least set the record straight and we might 
want to put that to him and, again, have our counsel work together to put forth die 
appropriate question. But I think we should determine, indeed, is that the case. 

Secondly, I make a quick point, and I beg the indulgence of my colleagues, by stating, I think 
that if you notice, at least where I have been attempting to take this, and I think some of my 
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colleagues, we're attempting to ascertain what if anything did the RTC t did the FDIC, do in 
connection with these matters. That is not at variance with die charge of die special counsel. 
We are not, in attempting to find out what was done and what wasn't done, in any w^ 
disturbing his investigation. I think we have an absolute right to know what was done. We 
have an absolute right to know the appropriateness of the action, so ~ 

SEN. BOXER: Can I have a poi nt of procedure ? Whose time are we on? I just was - Tve 
lost track. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Well, Fm going to do it one way or the other. 

SEN. BOXER: Well, I don't have any objection to your doing it Tm just confused. Is this 
Mr. Faircloth's time that you're on? Or is this added time, so we can all get added time? 

SEN. D'AMATO: I asked the chairman If he wouTdlridulge me so I could — 

SEN. RIEGLE: He asked the indulgence of the chair and Tm going to let him finish his point 

SEN. BOXER: Okay, fine. 

: j . 

SEN. RIEGLE: And then well move to the next person here. 

SEN. BOXER: I was just checking. 

SEN. D'AMATO: So, again, this is not an attempt to do anything other than to see what has 
been done to date by those various agencies that have the collective and the individual 
responsibility to deal with these matters. That's one. And secondly, it would seem to me that 
it might clarify the issue - certainly I was led to believe, and maybe incorrectly so, that die 
special counsel was not going to look into civil matters. I think it's important for us to 
ascertain that 

And so I put that to the chairman that possibly we review that matter. Tm not looking for an 
answer at this time — 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, Tm going to just - Tm going to take a minute and just read it into die 
record because I don't want it to.be - 

SEN. D'AMATO: No - 

SEN. RIEGLE: I know, but it's important, and the words are on paper, and this is the official 
charter. And Tm going to read from page 5221 of die Federal Registry of February the 4th of 
this year, and Tm going to just read three or four different lines here that appear in different 
places, and here's the first one: "The attorney general has appointed this independent counsel 
to investigate whether any individuals or entities have committed a violation of any federal 
law or civil law.” And then it goes on in that vein. And then over on the next page it says 
again "... have committed a violation of any federal criminal or civil law relating to ...” And 



149 


X000042 


then again it says "... any violation of any federal law or civil law." And it says it one more 
time further on down the line here. 

So it's clear - my interpretation of this is that this does not relieve any regulatory body of 
any proper actionable efforts that it should properly undertake and determine to undertime, but 
it says that the special counsel clearly has the authority to move down both tracks if in his 
judgment he should find that that is warranted. And it's a very important fact 

SEN. DOMENICI: Mr. Chairman - 

SEN. R1EGLE: Senator Domenici, let me just say the time - we're at the point now where 
either you or Senator Gramm will get to ask questions, and you - you're both here, and I 
don't know if either of you have a — one will follow the other, but will either of you have a 
time problem as to who goes first? 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I just wanted to ask you with -- on that question on your charter 
interpretation there, or reading - 

SEN. RIEGLE: It's not an interpretation, it's what — it's the final rule that was laid down on 
the — 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, what is — what is the special prosecutor supposed to do if he finds 
civil law violations? 

SEN. RIEGLE: He has the full legal empowerment to take whatever actions he deems 
necessary — and all the investigative .and prosecutorial authority .to do so. I mean, this is an 
absolute charter. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well — well — thank you very much for that 
SEN. RIEGLE: You can take a look at it 

SEN. DOMENICI: Senator Gramm, I have a little bit of time, although Fm late for some 
events. But if you want to go. 111 let you go and I'll follow. It — Will there be another one 
from the other side that has not inquired yet? 

SEN. RIEGLE: No. You are the last two that have a chance to question, so - 
SEN. DOMENICI: Well, go ahead. Could you keep it brief, senator? Short? 

SEN. RIEGLE: — and then well go back and forth, senator. SEN. : No. 

SEN. DOMENICI: No? (Laughter.) 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Gramm. 
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SEN. PHIL GRAMM (R-TX): You want to go ahead? 

SEN. DOMENICI: No, you go. You got the time clock right there. 

SEN. GRAMM: Let me begin. I've just got a simple question that I want to ask of most of 
the members of the panel, and let me just read it Mr. Altman, I want to ask you first Have 
you or any member of your staff had any communication with the president, the first lady, or 
any of their representatives, includinginFinegaTcouhsel or 'any member of their White House 
staff, concerning Whitewater or the Madison Savings and Loan? 

MR. ALTMAN: I’ve had one substantive contact with White House staff, and I want to tell 
you about it 

SEN. GRAMM: Okay, let me, if I may, just - given that "y es* I'd like to know what the 
substance of the communication was, when iToccurred, who initiated it and what you were 
asked to do. 

MR. ALTMAN: Right First of all, I initiated it About three weeks ago, Jean Hanson, who 
is Treasury’s general counsel, and I requested a meeting with Mr. Nussbaum — he’s die White 
House counsel. 

The purpose of that meeting was to describe the procedural reasons for the then impending 
February 28th deadline as far as the then statute of limitations was concerned. Fm sure you 
know that that statute of limitations has subsequendy been retroactively reinstated for certain 
types of civil claims. And we explained the process which the RTC would follow in reaching 
a decision before that February 8th deadline, that it would be exacdy identical to procedures 
used in any other cases, any other PLS case, and that die RTC fundamentally would come to 
a conclusion as to whether or not there existed the basis for . a claim or whether there didn’t 
And in the event that the basis for a claim existed, then it would pursue either a tolling 
agreement, which is the equivalent of a voluntary extension of the statute of limitations from 
the parties at interest, or it would file that claim in court That was die whole conversation. I 
was asked one question. That was question was whether we intended to provide die same 
briefing to attorneys for the parties at interest I said I assumed so, went back — (inaudible) 

- and checked with the RTC general counsel. The answer was in due course. I said fine. 
That was it I have not had any contact with the president of the United States or the first 
lad|y on any matter like this. 

i . 

SEN. GRAMM: If I may, let me pose the same question to Mr. Hove. Have you or any 
member of your staff had any communication — 

SEN. RIEGLE: Mr. Hove, let me just - I don’t know if you know. This question's being 
addressed to you. 

SEN. GRAMM: Have you or any member of your staff had any communication with the 
president, with the first lady, with their representatives, including legal counsel, with members 
of their White House staff concerning Whitewater or Madison Savings and Loan? 
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MR. HOVE: Our director of the Office of Communications at the FDIC had received a call 
from a press person at the White House after the second article appeared The Chicago 
Tribune regarding the First American issue. They asked, did we have any statement? And 
the response given to the White House was, no, we did not have any statement. 

SEN. GRAMM: So they were asking you to respond to the press statement? MR. HOVE: It 
was Mrs. Clinton's attorney. 

SEN. GRAMM: Mrs. Clinton's attorney — 

MR. HOVE: Tm sorry. It was Mrs. Clinton's attorney - 

SEN. GRAMM: - called you? 

MR. HOVE: It was MrsTCUntoifs atfo”mey" that called IKeTDTC "Office of Communication. 

SEN. GRAMM: So Mrs. Clinton's attorney called the FDIC and asked you to respond to a 
press — 

MR. HOVE: No, no, that's npt what he said. 

SEN. GRAMM: Well, I'm asking the question. 

MR. HOVE: Yeah. No, but that — but — 

SEN. GRAMM: Tm not trying to speak for you. 

What did Mrs. Clinton's attorney ask you to do? 

MR. HOVE: They asked did we have any statement, and we responded, no, we did not have 
a statement 

SEN. GRAMM: Would it be normal that someone's - did this attorney work for the federal 
government? 

MR HOVE: No. This was Mrs. Clinton's attorney. 

SEN. GRAMM: When did this call occur; do you know? 

MR HOVE: After the second article appeared in the Chicago Tribune, and I can't tell you the 
date of that Ifs been in the last, what, two weeks or so? I don't know. 

SEN. GRAMM: And you were asked if you had a response that you were going to put out on 
it; you said no. 

MR HOVE: That's correct We responded to the first statement, the first article that appeared 
in the Chicago Tribune, pointed out the errors of that article, that it was not an FDIC matter. 
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exactly the same thing that I responded to Senator Faircloth. 

SEN. GRAMM: And to the best of your knowledge, you've had no other communication, you 
and your staff have had no other communication with all the people that — 

MR. HOVE: That’s correct. 

SEN. GRAMM: Let me pose the^ame* question to Mr. Fiechter and to Ms. Ford. 

MR. FIECHTER: To the best of my knowledge, I know I have and OTS staff has had no 
communication whatsoever with anyone from the White House about this or that list that you 
included in your question. 

MS. FORD: No, the Oversight Board nor I have had any involvement in this matter. 


SEN. GRAMM: Let me raise a second question, and it's a thing that I've tried to understand 
in looking at where we are and what we need to do to get on with finishing this matter. Part 
of the problem that we have had in the past with regard to congressional hearings and 
congressional involvement really has involved two things. One has been the granting of 
immunity by congressional panels for people who would testify. The other is that under the 
Constitution, the testimony of a member of Congress is a privileged matter that is given 
special treatment. In this case I'm not aware that anyone in holding a congressional hearing 
or looking into this matter would be talking about - I don't know of a committee that would 
be empowered to grant immunity. No such resolution has passed the Congress. We're not 
talking about a member of Congress, where there's special constitutional provisions. Td like to 
just pose the question: What would be wrong with letting members of this committee that 
have oversight responsibility look at the records in this case or any other case where we have 
oversight responsibilities? Mr. Hove, let me pose that to you and Mr. Altman, and then I see 
my time is up and I'll stop. „ . 

MR. HOVE: Our position is that we will make access available, and we have, to 
Congressman Leach, to all information that is, again, non-confidential documents. 

SEN. GRAMM: How would you define what is confidential? 

MR. HOVE: Again, those that would - (pause) — those that would involve privacy 
information that would be non-germane to this issue. 

SEN. GRAMM: And you would make that judgment? 

MR. HOVE: Yes. 

SEN. GRAMM: Mr. Altman? S. . 

MR. ALTMAN: First of all. Senator, we have already provided volumes of documents to the 
Congress. Senator D'Amato referred at the very beginning to documents he received last 
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evening, and I would have liked him to receive them earlier, but we only got the request last 
Friday. 

But in terms of Congressman Leach, who has also received those documents, he has had them 
for some time - if my memory serves, 6,500 pages - the RTC has been asked not to make 
information about criminal referrals in the Madison matter public, and it's standard practice 
not to release information of that kind or any other which might compromise a criminal 
investigation. And of course, we're cooperating with the independent counsel to try to assure 
that we don't release any information which would jeopardize his investigation. And as I said 
earlier, I would diink you would not want us to do that in order that that investigation should 
proceed as it should. 

SEN. GRAMM: Mr. Chairman, if 1 could have your indulgence, I've got here a text of a 
newspaper article in Phoenix that contradicts something that Mr. Hove said, and I'm sure he 
doesn't want to let it stand. I've got" a r^p6nse, apparently afteMhe second article, where die 
agency - the FDIC did in fact make a statement. It says the agency said Mrs. Clinton's 
involvement in the case was not extensive enough to constitute a conflict of interest under 
rules governing federal regulation of savings and loans. I've got this if you would like to see 
it. 

MR HOVE: Was that after the second — we made a comment — we made a public comment 
after the first article appeared — 

SEN. GRAMM: This is 2/16/94. 

MR HOVE: Okay, and I don't know when those articles appeared. SEN. RIEGLE: Why don't 
you take a look at it, and let's go to Senator Domenici and then - 

SEN. GRAMM: (Aside ) — When did the other one occur, what's the date on the other one? 

MR HOVE: Senator, we commented after the first article appeared to correct any 
inaccuracies that was in the report The involvement that Mrs. Clinton had in that case was, 
again, as I mentioned to Senator Faircloth, that she signed an amended complaint for her 
partner, Vince Foster, who was the attorney who was involved in the case. That involved two 
hours that was billed on Mrs. Clinton's part on that case in which she signed the amended 
complaint. As far as we can determine from the records we have, that was the involvement 
that she had had, and that's what we released at the time. 

SEN. GRAMM: Well, if you would take a look at this and just let us know in writing if this 
was the second one, how the response was made, 1 who made it, why they made it, it'd be fine. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Domenici. 

SEN. PETE V. DOMENICI (R-NM): Mr. Altman, Stanley Tate (sp) was nominated by 
President Clinton to head the RTC, and while preparing for that confirmation he was at the 
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RTC in a consulting capacity. That's all true, isn't it? 

MR. ALTMAN: Yes, sir. 

SEN. DOMENICI: When he withdrew his nomination, he attempted to release to die public 
materials he had prepared containing the RTC operations. Are you and the board familiar 
with the document that I refer to? ^ 

MR. ALTMAN: Generally, sir, yes. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Why did the oversight board prevent Mr. Tate (sp) from releasing that 
document? 

MR ALTMAN: Well, first of all, i t was released 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, you released it - when he left it was not released and you claimed 
it should not be released But then eventually you provided the document to Senator 
D'Amato, I believe, or my office, but that was December 23rd, 1993. Why was it not 
released when he wanted to release it? 

MR ALTMAN: Well, senator, my recollection is that it was released rather prompdy. Maybe 
not the day after he submitted it, but as a federal employee - consultant, the materials 
properly would be - were reviewed by his superiors before being released But I think the 
point is they were released in short order. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, did .die RTC or the oversight board alter, edit, or sanitize this 
document before releasing it? And let me say if not, why did Dietra Ford, oversight board 
executive director, send a memo — and I have that ~ dated November 30th to you about these 
materials which included the following sentence: Tm forwarding the enclosed so that you can 
see die original materials and fully understand the disaster we narrowly avoided." Those last 
— that last sentence is a quote. What was die disaster that Mrs. Ford was referring to? Was 
this a reference to Madison? If it wasn't, fine. If it was, I think maybe we ought to know 
about it 

MR ALTMAN: Senator, you should ask Mrs. Ford that question. 

SEN. KERRY (?): You may not like the answer, but — f 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I just got this letter, and it deserves an answer. If ifs not what I 
want, that's fine. That's what we're here for. 

MS. FORD: We received the 200-page document the morning of his press conference, and we 
had only a quick time to take a look at it at the Oversight Board. The deputy general counsel 
of the Oversight Board and I advised — 

SEN. : Pull the microphone up. • . . 
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MS. FORD: W© advised Mr. Tate that the material should be reviewed by the Oversight 
Board staff, myself, as well as the interim CEO, Mr. Altman, before they are released to the 
public and that he was a federal - special federal government employment and, therefore, he 
was subject to the rules that apply in terms of ethics, the Office of Government Ethics, that 
applied to the release of documents which he obtained during his tenure as a federal 
government employee. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, wh at'swbaT youF letter says. 

MS. FORD: That's right. 

SEN. DOMENICI: But what was the "disaster that we narrowly avoided"? 

MS. FORD: It was my intejrpretation that, to releasejhose documents before anyone in the 
Oversight Board staff, the attorneys involved, or — who advise us, have a chance to look at 
them, was inappropriate. And that's my choice of words — "disaster." I think it's 
inappropriate to release documents before we know what they contain. 

SEN. DOMENICI: I thank you. 

Let me quickly move to a couple of other ones if I might. Mr. Altman, I think you told 
Senator Bond that you would not make available any documents that, quote, "would have a 
negative impact on the legislation," closed quote. 

MR. ALTMAN: No, I don’t think so. 

SEN. DOMENICI: No? 

MR. ALTMAN: I said - I think I said that we would try not to release any documents that 
would have a prejudicial effect on the investigation. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, this committee held hearings on the failure of the Bank of New 
England in the context of an unsuccessful confirmation hearing on Bob Clarke. This 
committee explored in detail transactions related to that bank. Voluminous documents were 
made available. Maybe this is distinguishable, but it seems to me that the same question 
could be asked here. Why cant you release all of these documents for this kind of hearing? 

MR. ALTMAN: Senator, we have had — or I am advised we have had a couple of 
conversations with Mr. Fiske, the independent counsel. He has asked us not to release any 
documents that could jeopardize his investigation. I don't know why you would want us to 
do that, to jeopardize his investigation. We certainly don't want to. 

SEN. DOMENICI: I dont want you to. 

. > 

MR. ALTMAN: And we're respecting his request. 
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SEN. DOMENICI: But if the special prosecutor has no objection to the committee being 
provided copies of documents, can the committee then count on the RTC's full cooperation in 
providing them. 

MR. ALTMAN: You should direct that question to Mr. Fiske. 

SEN. DOMENICI: No? If he has no objection, then can we count on you to release them? 
MR. ALTMAN: I think the answer is yes. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Does the RTC have an inspector general? 

MR. ALTMAN: Yes, sir. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Has thelnspector~general inveitfgated the conflict-of-interest allegations 
regarding the Rose firm? 

MR. ALTMAN: I don't know the answer to that. 

I'm nearly certain it's no because, as you know, it wasn't the RTC that ever had any retainer 
relationship or other relationship with the Rose firm. . 

SEN. DOMENICI: But you're kind of the natural successor to what went on there, and I 
believe — I think when you took over you began some investigation of that Well show you 
that in a minute. But my question is, if the FDIC agreed to have its IG look into Madison, 
would there be any reason why you wouldn't? 

f 

MR. ALTMAN: I have no objection to the IG's looking into any matter that he sees fit to 
look into or that he's requested on an official basis to look into. Thafs what he's there for. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Domenici, I don't want to be arbitrary, but I do want to try to stay on 
the time clock if I can as we go back and forth, and well continue until everybody's had a 
chance to cover everything they want to cover today. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Chairman Greenspan, I want to come back to the interest rate situation 
because we had an opportunity to talk the day that the Fed took its first step, after that was 
taken, and Tm concerned about the question of what has happened since and just your own 
expectations of what might happen, what has happened. You've made further public 
comments in a hearing recently. Tm just wondering, as you watch market reactions to the 
tightening move that the Fed made, are you seeing essentially what you expected or have you 
seen something that - particularly in terms of the uptick on the long rates - something that 
maybe you would not have expected? In other words, where are we now, and how do you 
read what seems to be taking place as a reaction to the Fed's policy adjustment? 

MR. GREENSPAN: Mr. Chairman, as Senator Sarbanes indicated, my expectation was on the 
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basis of what has historically tended to be the case, that the type of increase that we've had 
would initially lead to some small increase in long-term rates followed by some edging off. 
That's basically been the history, other things equal, and that's essentially what one endeavors 
to use so far as a forecast is concerned. 

What occurred in the interim was, as I indicated to the subcommittee of the House the other 
day, is that there was a growing concern that after the torrid pace of economic growth in the 
fourth quarter, which is apparently in the'process of being revised up, that the possibility that 
we would not be moving to a much more moderate rate of growth was rising, and the first 
evidence that that was affecting market perceptions was when the Philadelphia Federal 
Reserve Bank released its monthly survey, which showed a significant increase in prices paid 
by manufacturers for the month - I suspect it's early February. The point at which that 
release was made, the long-term rates were very slightly above where they had been previous 
to the February 4th move. But what occurred following that was a general belief that the 
pace of economic activity"may turn out lo be somewhat stronger than most of the people in 
the market had anticipated. 

And to repeat what I said at the House Banking Subcommittee, that change in view in the 
market's perception led to a significant backing up of long-term rates, which is what typically 
happens when those types of expectations change. As I said then, my impression of how one 
should interpret that Philadelphia report is more an indication of a pick-up in economic 
activity because commodity prices tend to be reasonably good proxies for new orders and 
indeed I think that's what essentially that particular report was showing. It is not a 
particularly good forecaster of inflation. And as I said at the House committee, we seem to 
be lacking the financial tinder that usually is associated with inflation accelerating when you 
get a significant pick-up in economic activity. , . * 

Pm agnostic at this stage. I think it's too soon to make a judgment, but we will learn a good 
deal more as the data begin to come forward. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, but as I listened carefully to what you were saying, it seems to me 
when you say you don't see die inflationary tinder and that you're sort of an agnostic, I mean, 
I gather you're saying you don't see, yet, a broad evidence of a build-up of inflationary 
pressure that really worries you. I mean, I - or is that not a - I mean, put it in your words, 
but Pm just - 

MR. GREENSPAN: No, that is substantially correct Look, the reason that we moved on 
February the 4th, and the reason I said we may have to move again, rests on die issue of 
having deliberately put through a significant degree of accommodation in the money markets 
after 1989 because we perceived that there were special balance-sheet factors and other 
headwinds which required that we move the short-term interest rates below where they 
normally would reside. And when it became apparent that the adjustments that we thought 
would occur and in fact have been occurring in the balance sheets got to a point where the 
economy could start to regain its momentum and gain a degree of expansion which seemed to 
be well entrenched, at that point the need to have excessive accommodative policies no longer 
exists. The issue is not, do we see inflationary pressures emerging, BUT what is the reason 
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why we would want to keep the level of accommodation at a point where history tells us, if 
extended indefinitely, eventually does engender inflationary pressures. So, it's the issue - I 
would reverse die question, not do we see inflationary pressures, but what reason would we 
have, once the recovery seems well entrenched, as indeed I believe it is, would we wish to 
keep an excessively accommodative stance? That is not a statement which says we are 
setting inflationary pressures emerging; indeed, as I said in my prepared remarks to the House 
committee, when we actually see inflationary forces emerging in the way of price changes 
which are clearly evident, the one thihgwe're’ sure at that point is we are very far advanced in 
die process, and history tells us that that type of policy which we engaged in much too often, 
is wholly inappropriate to maintaining long-term economic stability. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, let me just say to you I And that a very important clarification and 
point that you've just made. And I think it puts this in a somewhat different light than some 
of the commentary, I think, has given to it because what I hear you saying is is that you've -- 
you've had a monetary policy thaTHasl>een overly accommodative in order to try to get sort 
of the engine going again and that you overcorrected in a sense ~ 

MR. GREENSPAN: Deliberately. 

SEN. RIEGLE: - deliberately. And now that it has gotten the traction that it needs to have, 
as far as you can tell, you're taking back some of that overcorrection but not for reasons of 
the fact thd you see this inflationary tinder building up here. 

MR. GREENSPAN: Precisely. And, in fad. I've tried to make that point every time I've 
stated this, and I somehow don't seem to get it across as well as I think I would like to. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, I think you got it across pretty, well right now, and we've got a pretty 
good sized press table that I hope will have gotten it down even though ifs 20 to two, which 
is sort of a late hour for us to all be meeting here - (laughter). But I thank you for that I 
think thafs a very important distinction, and I think ifs important for the economic system 
and the markets to understand what you've just said. 

Senator D*Amato. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I have to say to Mr. Altman 
that I would like to go back to a question that Senator Gramm.brought up and - as it relates 
to any meetings with White House staff or counsel. Mr. Altman, I think you said that you and 
a — an official from Treasury sought out Mr. Nussbaum. Is that - is that correct? 

MR. ALTMAN: Yes, I did. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Could you tell us why? . In other words, I have difficulty understanding 
why it is you felt compelled to seek out the White House counsel. 

■ j . ■ v; ■ 

MR. ALTMAN: Solely to ensure - ... .... 

SEN. D'AMATO: Solely to - ? 
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MR. ALTMAN: Solely to be sure that he understood the legal and procedural framework 
within which the RTC was working. And if you recall, as I said at that time, it was a 
February 28 th date which was the subject of m^jor attention in the Congress and in the press. 
It's not uncommon of meetings of that type to take place. And Yd describe it as a "heads up” 
and a very stiff conversation. 

SEN. D'AMATO: A "heads up”. Jn_whatj»nnection would that heads up be? You mean that 
the statute of limitations was running? 

MR. ALTMAN: No, that they should be aware of the internal processes and die types of 
criteria which the RTC was going to be following in order to reach a decision by February 
28 th. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Was any representatives of the president or Mrs. Clinton or any legal 
counsel - which I think wouTcTbe impropriate - -- speakinglo - the counsel for the RTC, or 
people handling this particular - this particular matter? I mean, was there any legal 
representation going on? Was this - you just called them? Did they have any 
representatives, any counsel who may have been meeting with staff people or talking to staff 
people? 

MR. ALTMAN: I was accompanied by our general counsel. Treasury general counsel Mr. 
Nussbaum had his assistant with him. And Mr. Ickes and Margaret Williams were both at the 
- there at the time. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Oh, Ickes is in it, huh? 

Let me ask you this: Prior to this meeting, was there any representation — was there any 
counsel that was being given representing the president's interest or Mrs. Clinton's interest or 
anyone else that you're aware of as it relates to the matter that you went to brief them on? 

MR. ALTMAN: No, not to my, knowledge. Nor were there any substantive conversations - 
subsequent conversations. 

l SEN. D'AMATO: Did anyone request this meeting? 

MR. ALTMAN: I requested the meeting. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Was there any other meeting that may have been requested? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. D'AMATO: There was no other meeting that you are aware of that the White House 
counsel requested? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Or anyone else from the White House? 
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MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. D* AMATO: Mr. Ickes? 

MR. ALTMAN: I had no subsequent - I received no subsequent requests for meetings. 

SEN. D* AMATO: Well, what about private counsel? Did private counsel — I find it hard to 
believe that there was no private counsel! Are you saying to me that there was not even 
private counsel that was meeting with staff lawyers at some level? 

MR. ALTMAN: Not to my knowledge. Senator. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Ms. Ford, do you know of any? 

MS. FORD: No, I've had no involvement 

SEN. D' AMATO: Let me turn to the RTC report which was dated February 8th, which we 
received last evening about 9:00 - Resolution Trust Corporation - and say to you that, in 
reviewing this document, I think it goes a little further — does a little better job than the one 
that came out of FDIC. I found it interesting that in its conclusion on page five and six, in 
its summary before it reaches its disposition, it says. A, Rose represented Madison prior to 
its failure; B - and I am not reading the whole sentence - Rose represented the FDIC/RTC 
subsequent to the failure of Madison; C, Rose did not disclose its representation of 
Madison before the Arkansas Securities Department to the FDIC or the RTC. Further, it did 
not report possible conflicts involving the brother-in-law and father-in- law of Webb Hubbell. 
And, by die way, Fm going to, Mr. Hove, read something to you that's quite illuminating. 
You better have your lawyers take a look at this. And when it gets all done doing that, it 
says, based on the factual conclusions in the RTC conflicts report - it says we send it to 
counsel. 

• . i 

Now, I have to tell you that I am going to ask - because you have no conclusion. It just 
says, "These are die facts; these are the facts, fellows. Now, you do with it what you want” 
and sends it to counsel — general counsel. Tm going to ask that this report and any other 
relevant material that was gathered by those who were working on it be submitted to the 
inspector general. And as you've indicated before, you certainly wouldn't say, "I don't see any 
— how that would impede anybody or anything.” But I certainly would feel more comfortable 
dial it goes to the inspector general as opposed to die general counsel. And I think it would 
guarantee die integrity of the review, certainly in this senators mind and I think in others. 

MR. ALTMAN: Fine. 

SEN. D' AMATO: I thank you very much. I see that my time has expired. I have another 
observation to make, and Fll do that after — at the appropriate time. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Kerry? 
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SEN. KERRY: Well, let me ask my colleague, is that going to be the last - I mean, or is 
there intention of colleagues to go a whole other round? 

SEN. D'AMATO: I think some colleagues have some other questions, and they'll raise them 
whenever — 

SEN. RIEGLE: I think maybe we're goingjo have one more go- around here with those that 
are left who want to do so. And then i think* we're probably done here. 

SEN. KERRY: It was my understanding that we were going to have another hearing here in 
10 minutes, which Fm also supposed to participate in. I'm just curious what the plans of the 
chairman are. If my time could not - Fm just - 

SEN. RIEGLE: They have a different room that they're meeting in - 

SEN. KERRY: All right So that's - 

SEN. RIEGLE: - so that we won't run into a room conflict But we are late in die day, and 
the witnesses have been here a long time. So my intention would be to finish up a round here 
where everybody gets another turn at bat 

SEN. KERRY: Well, maybe I could ask another - just procedurally. I don't want to really 
use my time at this point. But it seems to me that maybe we could ask if anybody has any 
more questions to ask of the chairman of the Federal Reserve, because it seems not a great 
use of his time to sit here if all we're going to do is talk about another subject 

SEN. DOMENICI: I - is my turn imminent here? Or do I have, a long wait? 

SEN. RIEGLE: Let me get my batting order here. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Because I don't want to keep him a long time, but I wanted to - 

SEN. RIEGLE: Actually, you follow Senator Bond, who will come after Senator Kerry. Then 
well come back to Senator Boxer. So actually there are - 

SEN. : How long is your question? Maybe they would let you get that - 

SEN. DOMENICI: I don't want - I don! have a question of Mr. Greenspan. I just want to 
state for die record that, frankly, 1 believe die actions you took over the last three or four 
years have a great deal to do with the status of the American economy. I frankly believe you 
were subject to some undue criticism, but if we have a solid recovery, I think iff very 
significantly related to the conduct of die Federal Reserve over the last 3-1/2, four years. 

i 

Maybe President Bush would. have liked it differendy, maybe Pick Darman would have, 
maybe it all could have happened earlier, but nonetheless, I think you're somewhat 
responsible, so I trust you at least on what you're doing now. 
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SEN. RIEGLE: That reminds me a little bit of watching some of that Olympic skating 
competition last night when they throw the bouquets out on the ice. You just threw a nice 
one to the chairman. Senator Kerry? 

SEN. : You were critical of him. You wanted to loosen up even more. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, the other day I think my comments were comments that reflected some 
understanding as to what the chaTrinah's trying to do, and I think he's put additional light on 
that today. I don't think this chairman wants to strangle the economy. Fm speaking of 
Chairman Greenspan, and, you know, sometimes you can do that and not intend to. But I 
think he's trying to be as prudent as he can be. Senator Kerry? 

MR. GREENSPAN: Excuse me. Mr. Chairman, is that - (inaudible)? 

SEN. RIEGLE: Are you excused? Can you take" your bwquetand go? (Laughter.) Yes, you 
can. Senator Kerry? 

SEN. BOXER: You get a 5.9 from me. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer gave you a 5.9. (Laughter.) 

SEN. BOXER: You skate so well (on the ice ?). 

SEN. RIEGLE: Especially on the technical portion of the - (laughter) - of the program. 
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xxx program. 

SEN. : (Off mike.) 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Kerry? 

SEN. JOHN KERRY (D-MAJf Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure I have time to stay through the 
whole process here, so I may review the bidding here a little bit. But just speaking as a 
former prosecutor, one of my colleagues over here was sort of questioning the duality. I can 
tell you, as a person who has presented evidence to grand juries and who has spent some time 
putting cases together, that there is nothing worse than having dual tracks, witness confusion, 
various statements appearing in public, multiple copies of documents moving around. I would 
be very surprised if Special Prosecutor Fiske decided to do it It certainly wouldn't be a 
judgment that I made to make thmgVpubl ic liTtfie middle of ahTiwestigation because it 
inevitably taints somebody's something and it creates a very hard process for pursuing a track. 
What astonishes me here a little bit - and I want to reiterate it ~ 1 mean, we've got $150 
billion problem here which taxpayers are paying for. They're already angry enough about us 
wasting their time and duplicitous process. And here we are, frankly, with very important 
people in front of us having spent a morning not really examining where that $150 billion 
went, not talking about it, but dealing instead with politics. And thafs what this really comes 
down to, it's politics. It's totally unnecessary. In the context of the gentlemen who has been 
made a special prosecutor, a Republican appointed by a Democrat - and let me just share 
with colleagues again quickly something about Mr. Fiske. This is an article from the New 
York Times right after he was appointed: "Robert Fiske's reputation for integrity and 
thoroughness is so entrenched that if he finds no wrongdoing during his investigation of die 
Whitewater affair, his findings could put rumors about Bill and Hillary Clinton's business 
dealings to rest. The choice is one that you simply can't argue with,' said former Treasury 
Secretary Nicholas Brady, a close friend of former President George Bush and a college 
classmate of Mr. Fiske's more than 40 years ago. He's one of those guys who has always 
conducted himself with integrity.'" The article goes on to say that: "Mr. Fiske, a 63-year-old 
Wall Street lawyer, earned his reputation by being an aggressive prosecutor. If the Clintons 
have something to hide, he could pose a formidable problem. If he lives up to his billing, at 
the very least his investigation will disrupt the lives of the first family." 

Now, if that's not enough, if we don't have die patience to allow him to do his job and sit 
here and ask relevant questions about $150 billion, we ought to ask what we're doing. I 
mean, this is why the taxpayers get so fed up because all we do is dig into politics. And 
there's a huge distinction between this case and prior cases because we are not looking at a 
current situation where the president is currently making decisions about current money being 
spent or current policy. This is something that happened when he was governor — if 
whatever happened happened — and I suggest that this prosecutor has the ability to get at it 
If he doesn't. I'll join with Senator D' Amato, 111 be one of the first people — I think I have a 
good reputation here on the basis of BCCI and Noriega and other investigative efforts in 
pursuing things. But I think back to the time that I was trying to do that I didn't have any 
help from the other side of the aisle. We did not get subpoena power. We did not have die 
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ability to have a full-fledged investigation in this committee on that. And I sat here with Tim 
Wirth and we tried again and again to get an extension of the liability. We also tried to get a 
special prosecutor. Most of my colleagues making a lot of noise about this now opposed 
having a special prosecutor. So I just think fair is fair at some point in this business. We all 
understand the game and we all understand what happens. But it seems to me that to take a 
ISO billion dollar fiasco and relegate it to a second tier for this 194 state-run -- who was the 
primary regulator of this institution originally? MR. : The - originally it was the Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation*, and then later OTS. 

SEN. KERRY: So it came to the federal government secondarily. And, I might add, for two 
years this case was closed. It wasn't until six weeks before the election - and we ought to 
ask some questions about this - that suddenly, when Bill Clinton was the nominee for 
president of the United States, that there was a criminal referral to the RTC, not until six 
weeks before the election. For two years while my friends controlled the elements of 
regulation, nobody was askmg the questions tKarareTelng asfcedTiere today. 

So Pm not saying questions shouldn't be asked. I am saying we absolutely ought to get to the 
bottom of whatever took place. We ought to understand all these institutions because it's a 
sorry chapter in American politics. But that's going to happen, the 25 FBI agents and 
depositions and documents being made available, and the taxpayers of this country do not 
need us jumping all over each other for political purposes, avoiding the real issues that they 
would like us to dig into. And I don't think much more needs to be said beyond that 

SEN. RDEGLE: Senator Bond? 

u . 

MR. : Mr. Chairman, may I make a correction? 

SEN. RTEGLE: Yes. 

SEN. KERRY: I think Senator Kerry asked who was the primary regulator. The primary 
regulator was the state of Arkansas. 

SEN. KERRY: Well, that was what I was getting at The primary regulator was the state. 

MR. : Exactly. And the primary federal regulator was FSLC and OTS. 

SEN. KERRY: Correct So the issue of federal nexus here in terms of decisionmaking is only 
by transfer, not by original jurisdiction. So what we're doing is secondary to the third tier. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Bond? 

SEN. BOND: Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of my friend from Massachusetts, I am going to 
submit a chronology and some questions for the record to die RTC to answer. I recall it was 
Jerry Brown of California who first raised the question during the 1992 campaign, but we all 
will be able to benefit from these questions, which are along the lines that Senator Kerry 
raised. I also have a series of questions for the FDIC and for the RTC which follow up on 
these other questions, but in the time remaining I do want to pursue a couple of items. When 
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we last talked, Mr. Altman, you said that normal procedure would be for die RTC to seek out 
and acquire records wherever they were. Now, if the RTC under your direction were 
requesting records from the first lady at the White House, a rather high-profile event, would it 
not be customary for them to advise you that they were requesting records in the possession 
of the first lady? 

MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I don’t get involved in any substantive aspects of any PLS case, 
particularly — or including documents that' they may seek. So they’ve never brought that to 
my attention since IVe been in this job, and that goes right through today. 

SEN. BOND: So you wouldn't expect them to tell you. 

MR. ALTMAN: No, I wouldn't 

SEN. BOND: I find that remarkablef Tri a normal criminal referral case, the RTC creates and 
retains an inventory of pertinent documents used to make the case. As I understand it, at least 
one version of the inventory has been provided to some members of Congress. Could you 
furnish to this committee the latest most up-to- date inventory and provide the hearing - for 
the hearing record along with the previous versions? Would you make that available? 

MR. ALTMAN: Last evening we supplied the - 6,500 pages of information to Senator 
D' Amato's office, as we had some time earlier to Congressman Leach. SEN. BOND: And is 
that the entire inventory? Are those all the documents? You give new challenge to Federal 
Express and Overnight Postal Service to get die delivery of such a substantial stack of 
documents at the particular time, a new standard for delivery in package express. 

MR. ALTMAN: Well, I have here a list of the documents. 

SEN. BOND: Is dial the latest version? 

MR ALTMAN: This is just a list of what the documents are. There's 6,500 in total pages. 
This is a list of the documents we provided. 

SEN. BOND: If you could make one available for the record, we would like to have that Td 
appreciate it 

MR ALTMAN: Be delighted. 

SEN. BOND: Next, when did you become aware of the RTC recommendations that further 
criminal prosecution be taken against Madison? 

MR ALTMAN: Last fall I was advised that the question of a referral to the Justice 
Department was under consideration at the RTC, and as other members of the RTC staff will 
attest, I said that normal procedures, with no deviation whatsoever, should be pursued, 
including chain of command procedures, in terms of reaching that conclusion. 
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I might tell you that typically decisions like that are made at the regional office level, and that 
it was in this case. 

SEN. BOND: Were you aware that the regional office had asked the national office to make a 
determination as to whether the Clintons' name should be in the new expanded referral? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. BOND: You did not know they were asking for the national office to make a 
determination on that? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. I was simply informed that this issue was on the table, and my reaction 
was - I had only one conversation about it — that normal procedure should be followed. 
That's the way we're going to handle this thing from beginning to end. 


SEN. BOND: How was the White House notified of the referral? Was it from your agency? 

MR. ALTMAN: They were not notified by the RTC, to the best of my knowledge. 

SEN. BOND: Nobody in your agency, to your knowledge, advised the White House staff that 
this was going to be a mqjor ~ this could be a major source of concern? 

MR. ALTMAN: Not to my knowledge. 

(Confers off mike.) 

Ms. Ford, do you know if the White House was notified by the RTC? 

MS. FORD: No, we have had no involvement at the Oversight Board whatsoever. 

SEN. BOND: When was the firm of Madison St Pillsbury put on retainer by the RTC, do 
you know? And for how long and what cost? 

MR. ALTMAN: I don't know that I'm aware that that firm has been retained as outside 
counsel on this matter, but I'm not aware pf the date on which it was retained nor the retainer 
arrangements. 

SEN. BOND: Will they review the potential of suing the various law firms who represented 
Madison or the board of directors? 

MR. ALTMAN: I dont know the answer to that question. 

SEN. BOND: We'd appreciate knowing that, if you could, later. And if there are other outside 
counsel or consultants hired in conjunction with the case, we would like to know dial 
And finally. I'm advised that the list you have there is just an inventory of the documents 
provided to Senator D'Amato; it is not the complete inventory of the documents pertaining to 
Madison. And if Tm mistaken, in either event, we would appreciate receiving a copy of die 
inventory of the entire documents. 
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MR. ALTMAN: Well, Senator, I'm not sure I fully understand your question. But what we 
have released amounts to what weVe been asked for, less any documents that, in our 
judgment, could prejudice the investigation. I told you earlier that we'd had a couple of 
conversations - I haven't had them; Fm advised there were a couple of conversations with 
Mr. Fiske, with each side asking the other not to release information or take any other steps 
which would prejudice either side's investigation, and we're trying to adhere to that 

SEN. BOND: As I understand it,~tfiat you have prepared an inventory. Fm not asking for the 
documents themselves, but I understand that you had prepared an inventory and had furnished 
perhaps members of the House side, or others, with the inventory, not the contents of the 
documents. 

MR. ALTMAN: Any information, I assure you, that we have supplied to Congressman Leach 
or anyone else -« elsewhere in the Congress, weVe delighted to supply to you or anyone else 
here that would like them. ‘ 

SEN. BOND: Would that include an inventory, a cataloging, not die contents but a cataloging 
of the documents in the Madison case? 

MR. ALTMAN: We will supply you with any information to that extent that we can which 
does not get into areas that we think would prejudice the investigation. SEN. BOND: Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer? 

SEN. BOXER: Mr. Chairman, Fd like to — Fm still working. 

SEN. RIEGLE: All right Senator Domenici, you're next in the order. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Mr. Altman, you spoke a while ago of your one contact with the White 
House regarding this, and you and your counsel went up to talk to the White House counsel. 

MR. ALTMAN: Yeah, one substantive contact 

SEN. DOMENICI: Please? 

MR. ALTMAN: One substantive or meaningful contact 

SEN. DOMENICI: Yeah. Well, I assume — we're not arguing there that you had - you're not 
suggesting you had more than, one, are you? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. Fm just saying that if you - you know, you run into someone in die 
hall — did you see that thing in the paper this morning? — Pm not including that 

SEN. DOMENICI: All right You said you were there to give a heads-up. What I understand 
the situation to be on average folks, a couple of them in my stale that were bordering up 
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alongside of a statute of limitations becoming a defense, they were presented with a tolling 
agreement, and if they didn't sign it, suit was filed so as to toll the statute. Is that a rather 
fair assessment of the way business is done? 

MR. ALTMAN: I think I'd have to know the details of the matter, Senator. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I guess what I'm wondering, are we getting the right perspective of 
why you did this? Did you go there^ecauie you wanted them to know that clearly they 
might be asked to sign a tolling agreement, or to know that the normal process was that the 
toll — the statute's going to toll, and there's reasonable grounds to suspect something, they 
might expect a lawsuit? Or why else would you give them heads-up? 

MR. ALTMAN: The difference between this and a matter like the one you referred to is that 
I had been receiving - had begun to receive a lot of inquiries, including in writing from 
Congress, as to what procedurenhe RTC was^oing~t<rfolIowpuid I wanted to give them the 
same sense of those procedures that I was giving members of Congress. And I said to them 
nothing different than I've said to members of Congress. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I understand that, but I guess what Tm getting at is there must have 
been a reason for telling them that. Congress was just saying the statute's going to run, what 
are you going to do, so you went over there to tell them that we're going to apply the same 
thing we do in any other case? And that's the heads-up that you were giving diem? 

MR. ALTMAN: That's right. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Was it serious enough that you wanted them to know because there might 
be something that they would be confronted with that was untoward as you applied your 
rules, like asking for a tolling agreement or filing a lawsuit? MR ALTMAN: Again, the 
essence of what we said was that the statute of limitations which then applied was scheduled 
to expire on February 28, 1994; that the RTC was going to make every effort to make a 
decision by that date. It could fundamentally reach only one of two decisions, that there was a 
basis for a claim or that there wasn't If there was a basis for a claim then we would either 
seek a tolling agreement to permit more discovery and more preparation or we would file that 
claim in court 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well the passage of the statute of limitations extension eliminates that 
problem as you have already indicated. 

I guess, Mr. Chairman, I'm having a little difficulty with explanation because one way of 
looking at it was that it was not a very meaningful or important meeting - that he was just 
doing this so that he would be able to tell Congress he had told them he's going to treat them 
the same way as others. I don't think a man — you know, I know you fairly well - I don't 
think you would be going over there to just be able to send this letter to Senator D'Amato 
that says I have told the White House that they're going to be treated the same way as other 
people — 
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MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I did not know whether they knew of such procedures which as I 
say I was then communicating to members of Congress and it just seemed to me a little odd 
to explain to a member of Congress that we're going to follow "XYZ* procedures and not 
have them ever be made aware of what those were. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I want to close on this remarks by thanking you, Mr. Chairman, for 
holding these hearings. I hope the public understands the Republican response to Senator 
Kerry, you know, it's almost an insult to accuse us of not being concerned about oversight 
and that some how or another the other side is more interested in how the RTC turned out 
Frankly, that's just borders on being a joke. This hearing, we have all your statements, we're 
going to read diem. So we're going to know what you were going to say. If you sent it to us 
yesterday, our staff has probably read it already and they'll brief us so we're going to know. 
My last observation would be that it's inconceivable to me Mr. Altman that you would really 
be concerned that the people involved in the investigation, whomever they are, whether it be 
the people in Arkansas, whether It be confrdantroflhe Presidentr^homever, that they would 
not know that the statute of limitations was going to toll and that that presented a situation 
that you had to advise somebody on. 

I just don't think anybody involved in this would not know that. 

MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I also — I would agree with you. I cant say for sure. I dont know 
what was in their minds. I doubt very much that they did not know about the statute of 
limitations. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Right 

MR. ALTMAN: What I was saying was not that What I was saying was I did not know if 
they knew and, frankly, my impression is, as a result of that meeting, they hadn't previously 
known what procedures the RTC would be following. By that I mean that you have to 
choose between — you have to reach a conclusion as to whether there's a claim or there isn't, 
and then what you have to do if you reach the conclusion that there is. 

SEN. DOMENICI: All right Thank you very much. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you. 

Senator Fairdoth? 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Thank you, Mr.. Chairman. And I will echo Senator Domenici. You 
have done a superb job of conducting. And I'll be very brief. My questions are to Mr. Hove. 
Mr. Hove, we keep coming back — you said the FSUC issued this report, who has long been 
out of business, and did the investigation on Mrs. Clinton and her relationship. 

MR. HOVE: No, sir, I didn't say FSUC. I said that the agency that handled the dosing of 
First American was FSUC, and that occurred before FDIC had any involvement in dial 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right But who did the investigation - I assume there was one done 
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records when FSLIC was closed down. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Are those records still available? 

MR. HOVE: I don’t know. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: If she settled the lawsuit, the amount of hours she worked - it is just 
impossible for me to believe she settled this lawsuit against Lassiter (sp), she signed the 
amended return, which was the settlement, the amended complaint, which was the settlement 
against Lassister, at a very favorable rate, then we turn around and find that Lassiter's - the 
person with his power of attorney is back in the White House working. 

MR HOVE: Senator, the amended complaint reduced the complaint from 3.3 million to 1.3 
million. The suit - the settlement was some six months later. I don't know whether Mrs. 
Clinton had any involvement afterlhat periodof time in whichlKe' amended the complaint 
from 3.3 [million] down to 1.3 [million]. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So we have no idea whether Mrs. Clinton made the final settlement 
totally. 

MR HOVE: I have no idea from our records and what we've seen - 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: And this two-hour thing - she could have worked 200 hours. 

MR HOVE: What I have told you is what we have available at the FDIC. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: But she could have worked 200 hours on it 

MR HOVE: And all Tm telling you is that the records that we have indicate she worked two 
hours. 

(Confers off microphone.) 

Okay, the only records we have was that she billed FSLIC for only those two hours. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH. Billed who? 

MR HOVE: FSUC. (Pronounces each letter.) 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: How about getting the total records from FSLIC and finding out how 
much the total bill was and whose time was billed? I'd like to see it Thank you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator D' Amato? 

SEN. D' AMATO: You know, Mr. Hove, I have difficulty if you really have trouble figuring 
out when a claim is initially lodged for $3 million and (hen it is reduced and you say, well, 
you know, the law firm or this partner — in this case, Mrs. Clinton - only billed for two 
hours. But die nature of the work was such as to reduce that lawsuit and the potential 
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liability to Mr. Lassiter (sp), who has a definite relationship with the Clintons. I mean, are 
we really to believe you don't understand that? Now, don't give me this two-hour stuff. I 
mean, the fact is that that claim was reduced — the potential of the claim — from 3 million 
down to a 1 million some odd, and therefore, a settlement of $200,000 is much more 
reasonable in appearance when the initial - when the suit is only asking for a 1.3 million as 
opposed to 3 million. Now, doesn’t that make some - I mean, do you see why a senator or 
anyone else would make an inquiry and say, "Look" - I mean, what's the situation here? Are 
you telling us there was no conflict there. ~ 

MR HOVE: But, Senator, you're asking FDIC, and FDIC did not have any involvement in 
that suit at that time. 

SEN. D' AMATO: I'm not suggesting that. What I'm suggesting to you is that a period of 
time it came under you fo r revie w. 

And if you look at this - don't keep telling us that FDIC didn't have anything at that time. 
We're not suggesting that you did anything wrong. We're suggesting you take a look at the 
facts, take a look at the record, and you can be a school boy, you can't come to an 
inescapable conclusion that someone was retained to bring the lawsuit that had a relationship 
with the person that they brought a suit to. And as a matter of fact, whether it was two hours 
or one hour, the determination was made to reduce the claim that might bring the potential 
liability from $3 million down to $1 million and eventually settle for $200,000. Now, we 
don't know who was responsible for the settlement. But the fact of the matter is that the 
partner who reduced and amended that complaint was Mrs. Clinton. Now that's obvious. 

I'm not going to spend my time going back and forth with you. I'm going to tell you 
something else, though. When we talked about the potential for conflict before, as it related 
to the Madison Guaranty and Mr. Hubbell, I want to refer you to a letter of June 8th, 1989. 
Now, Mr. Hove, you stated that since the Rose law firm — when I first brought this up to you 
— was suing Frost, it wasn't relevant that Web Hubbell's brother-in-law and father-in-law were 
suing Madison. Now, if you take a look at that letter - and I'm going to suggest to you 
that you're wrong, and that's why you'd better have the IG look at this. June 8th, 1989, and it 
is written to April B reslaw (sp). Attorney, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. I'm 
reading part of it 

"Mr. Hubbell is the son-in-law of Seth Ward, a Madison insider who was able to obtain a 
judgment against Madison of approximately $447,000." Now, I'm going to skip the next 
sentence, go down to — 

"Since the conservatorship, the case has been removed and later remanded back to the State 
Court of Appeals. After appeal, a new trial will be sought, whether in state or federal court. 
At a minimum" — it goes on to say — "the state judgment will be attacked under various 
special FDIC defenses on its general inappropriateness. Miss Styrahorn (ph) has informed me 
that the informal - the information contained in the audit files could be damaging to our case, 
especially if a new trial is granted." 


It goes on and it concludes: "I offer this information because there appears to be a conflict in 
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representation and a question of loyalties. Mr. Hubbell may or may not be able to 
compromise our interest in the Seth Ward matter.” Now, look, I'm not suggesting that at that 
time that you know of it. Here it is. And that's why, if you don't refer something to the IG 
to clarify whether or not there was a conflict, you can't be doing the right thing. And for you 
to maintain, "Well, we weren't there at the time; it was at FSLIC" or "Maybe the rules were a 
little vague." I mean, for god sakes, you had lowly auditors saying, "Wake up, fellas." You 
had an auditor in another leMer saying it's impossible to think that he's not going to tell his 
in-laws what's going on. So that's the kind of thing that brings about maybe the stamping 
that one of my colleagues alluded to. 

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding first of all I'm going to ask that we be permitted to submit 
some documents for the record that have been returned to — 

SEN. RIEGLE: Without objection, so ordered. 


SEN. D' AMATO: — so we can keep an orderly proceeding. 

Secondly, I want to say before I conclude that you could not have been fairer in making 
available this opportunity and according the members the opportunity to make their 
presentations and to ask their questions under very difficult circumstances. So I want you to 
know that And I think that I speak for all the Republicans on the committee in relationship 
to the manner in which you have conducted this proceeding. And it's not easy for you, and I 
just want to commend you for your impartiality. 

And let me conclude again. I think what we're interested in, in this, is seeing — and Senator 
Domenici said - that the process moves forward without there being interference, without 
there being a question as to what documents have been made available to the appropriate 
people, what has been taken. Some of these things have no - I see Mr. Altman. He's placed 
in a very, very difficult position. I've said that publicly as well. It is a very, very difficult 
situation. And it certainly - it leads to us raising die kinds of questions that we have. But I 
tell you this senator wants to see that what was supposed to be done was done, that what 
should be done at the present level is carried out in a manner in which everyone can say that 
the right thing was done. And then let the chips fall where they may. 

So, Mr. Chairman, again, thank you for providing us an opportunity to put forth our concerns, 
and hopefully, this will move us a step closer to resolving this matter. Thank you. SEN. 
RIEGLE: Thank you very much. We'll give you some questions for the record, and we'd ask 
you to respond to diem. The committee stands in recess. 


END 
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Tuesday, Maroh 1, 1994 (202; 224-6498 


0 f AMATO BLASTS WHITE MOOSE STATEMEN TS OM SECRET 
" PATTERN OP DECEPTION* CONTINUES IN MADISOH/WHI' 
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TINAS EX All AIR 


WASH I NOTUN — U.S. Sanatnr Alfonso D'Amato (R-MT) today called 
tor Senate Banking committee hearings into accrot briefings 
provided by the heed of Rtaolution Trust Corporation (RTC) for 
senior White Rous# political staff about tha agency's 
investigation of ths Madison/Whlteweter aft ait. 

0' Amato also charged that sines ths disclosure of tha sserst 
"heads up- was rnvnalnd at laat Thursday' a Banking Commit tea 
hearing, the white House wan continuing ito pattom of deception 
by suggesting that the same briefings warn provided to Congress 
and the press. 

‘The White House has now compounded these shocking 
revelations by stating falsely that Congress and the media also 
rocolvcd these briefings , " D* Amato charged. "At the time this 
AAoret cabal van mcoting at the White House, I was speaking out 
on the Senate floor about the RTC's failure to provide our 
Committee rith any information about its activities on the 
Madlson/Wt itewattr mesa. And I have yet to encounter e -^porter 
covering this story who says he or she was briefed by the RTC, 
let alone its acting President.* 

0* Amato, senior Republican on tha committee , added that the 
exposure of tho secret briefings «t « Banking Committee hearing 
proved that Democrats nooded to end their a footdragging" over 
whether or not to hold hearings. 

"Only through a Congressional hearing did wo learn of this 
very real threat to the integrity of the RTC's investigation," 

D* Amato pointed out. "We have a responsibility to the American 
pooplo to fulfil our legitimate oversight function. 

"The Democratic members of this committee must understand 
the threat is not congressional inquiry, but aacrat, high level 
off -the- record * heads-up' meetings between top Administration 
officials and White House legal and political experts, • tha 
Senator stated. The secret briefing, described ss e "heads-up* by 
soling RTC bead Roger Altman was presented to white House Counsel 
Bernard Nussbeust, Deputy Chief of Staff Harold Zckes, Hillary 
Clinton's Chief of Staff Margaret Williams and Treasury General 
counsel Joan Hansen. 


Among the questions D'Amato said could be answered by e 
hearing! why does white House Counsel Mr. wueebaum need to be 
briefed on the RTC's investigation of Madison that does not 
involve the President in his official capacity? And what about 
Mr. XcXes and Ka. Williams? Why in the world would these 
political operativea need to be briefed by a top agency official 
on an investigation that has nothing to do with the Executive 
Office of the President? Were any confidential or non 
confidential RTC or law enforcement documents or other materials 
uood during tho brloflng? 
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Friday. February 23. 1994 fenie "i:ch* 


D* AMATO DENOUNC ES PMC C H AIRMAN'S MU» 1*1*1 CAL STUfJMj AUM X&GXXCS, 


WASHINGTON -- U.S. Senator Alfnnan M - II* Rr.-.ro J li-NY ) today 
denounced the political int.lmtdnr ion -.nr-tna being used by 
L'emocratic National •.’oirjfittee chnirnnn ;nvid w:*:hn*ir. rn prcvont 
further investigation ef the growing whitevamr/MR^: nnr. annndal. 

• It is an outrage that the President and :'irst lady would »>** 
their handpicked political natchetxan to try and intimidate the 
legitimate oversight lesponsibllltLes I nave as a United States 
Senator. This is another clear sign that vu;ueihi<;g is rotter, in 
Little Rock,” said D'Amato. 

Attached is the letter from wilhe'r ro 'ennr.nr v Amato ana 
D'Ar.ato's response. 
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Senator A i fon.<e 0 a iiuu» 
United Staten 'jon.v: 

520 Han Om"..v Mmhling 
Washington. I).( . Ml 5 

Dear Senniiv f>* xnvii.r 


It is slr.u you .i;c Hie leaOei ot the Senate OUK attack on the credibility of the RTC and 
FD1C inmiijaations of Maeisor. Guaranty Savings and 1 aha and ftc, Rose Ixiw Firm. You claim 
you are morivaterl hy concern over possible ethics violation* ami not political partisanship, in 
ihiit light, it .seems only appropriate we examine your own hiStoiy because your accusations of 
conflict ol mtvivM weui mote appropriately applied to youneif. 

Yon hrivo -.my in to mend rhe ornate of limitations in the RTC savings and loan 
invesiignnin heenu.k.* r>-' n potential conflict of interest with icgaid to Madison. However, one 
need only cwwy e*a mra.iyi. to see that you ire a more appropriate target for extension of a 
Statute of linitMtipn*. Your actions present a clear pattern of conflict Of interest over savings 
and loam and m hrr biivnesi inicncsM. 

You petw.idily iici.ei’nled lioni the existence ot' a statute of limitations. In I98d, three 
highly respected deans of leading law schools said new evidence "proves ihc probability of 
perjury* in your testimony before a 1975 federal grand Jury A.i l*m sure yon will recall, you 
tearifle.1 yoi. were minwnre of the * I percent rule," o practice of forced payments by employee* 
of the town of to the Nassau County* Republican Committee, these payments 

occurred v-lnle vim vere Hempstead’s I own Supervisor and VicfChairman of the county party 

In lOxv is inviitie public you were in fact very much aware of the practice at the lime 
of your testimony. .uid lud been actively involved in collecting those payments on behalf of the 
Nassau County Republican Committee. It became public through release of a letter you wrote, 
in which you claimed success in collecting this payment from a particular employee. Your lcflcr 
became key evidence in the trial proving the essence of the 1 1 percent rule.* However, hy the 
time the new evidence emerged, you were immune from prosecution became (lie statute ol 
Ituiilalioits on ihc ut* had cun Out. 

Your poxiirm on the statute of limitations would have more personal credibility if you 
demonstrated rorsistenry hy lighting :n extend the statute of limitations on your own grand juiy 
testimony in the Na>& j County case. You also criticised a 1993 amendment which would have 
extended ihc tumor id limitations on bringing legal action against negligent savings and lean 


)tmocraik Party Htadquirtm • -iJO South Capliol Sim<, IE. • Vajhlngion- D.C. SOuOS • MS.MS.lboa • r.OCi 

hid lor ht ilur WmtKrjiii 1 X*ii<>n. t ! limi ('.nir'HiiMi* i.>* o<ir.i.\r.u». rim<miiitT .»r.* cm ;.i\ i|n.<.u'tr*l* 
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director^. ’ *• • t'v •.! oi woi.’.|> Hmii ins.«iu.io"> b\ lea' in; «i c 

statute or t* * ’•••* • *v ve 

In • • •.•••.,. v.»inr tin p:r\ of dImpc iho and I o*n collupv and rVnn 

up yea slav'd •: .«, »» ;*>im it? yourself Your gulling of legislation to tighten regulal.oti 

on corpoMi. • vm. u\l i». the remove ot a provision that would have limited SAL 

purchases of n n« Your contribution records demorstrate a cur.ous pattern of financial 

support from j. »k )*. ».i eh*. and thrift operators At the snme rime you have worked ro weaken 
legislation wl*vi a mild huw ivstriued junk 'ootid invauticnls by sswng* and loan institution*. 
Of course, wv;i>er icg'tialion has r.ow cost taxpayers Pillions of dollars in clean-up. 

F , n.:ll , \ vour charge* of unethical management do not reflect your own cipcricrvcc of 
being rounu . »t.c Senate Ethics committee in have 'conducted the business of (your) office 
In an improrv - .v*:! i -.ippropnale manner" that permitted your brother Arnund to send letters 
to the Pentagon unitr* :»|>s>noval or weapons contracts for a company he represented. 

1 hope you will give serious consideration to the points discussed here and that you will 
take actio.: to cMcml i? %• M.i.uie 01 ImiiUlioti* on your totuuony 01 IV73 . 



Sincerely, 


David Wilhelm 
Chairman 
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Al'ONSt O'AMATO 
«*»#** 

/ I:lnitrd States Senate 

^ASNfNOT>. OC I''* M3 


February 2'j. 19 'j« 


Kx . Cavid wMhe'.m, Chaim.**! 

Democratic National Commit la# 

430 Scutr. Cnpir.nl Struwl. SE 
W«*iungton D C. ? D 0 0 3 

Ce«i Chairman w-ilhalmt 

I *iu in receipt, of you *ett«r t.iib 

afternoon. It oniy rnnor.tirm* my auapirinn tnat 
^crr.atr.ing iv lOtcar. m '.ir.tlc Rvik. You can be 
•ur* r.bflt I will now vcdcih!* my uiloii.a -o -n 
tna bor.r.’nm of thi« Whitawatar/y.idicon bcaiidAL. 

Smeare'y, 

Aifoi.t* M. Z Amato 
UnitovJ Stataa Senator 


PS. <OUr AtLwiupt tO inter :C0t pO.ltiCAl 

intimidation into chi* proc*** • r, dcepioal-le. 
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for) Poof ^ 

Senior Official Step Aside in Probe 
Of S&L Linked to Clintons’ Venture 






3v8umo &tumm 
M^ JLBibccck 

I OfP^ty T runny f^cretary Rof 

2 <- Altuun. a iwfcutal »iv*At** 
mni m tr/nporary chid d (he 
f6fciJ JaJl deauuy agency. ra- 
yed hinuci/ yeetCrdty from «ay 
fit if* i action on the urtabfjtoan 
Of in A/kimas uvtags and torn 
«6th uee to Frewded Chntoa and 
Hilary RoAna Ototta. 

. :AJlua» tnaouprW he was taka^ 
.the step or* day after rtvedtaf dar- 
9 ujcxrtsuai^tettioatof that be 
*+rtn)j briefed White Hotte effldek 
bow h» aecocv would proce-.J 
prfnfttW dvt ddos grewfev 
ht Mate of Math** Guaranty 
up A Lean Altman's ^bdoMre. 
« Mue»Uwui« fi&'U stepubiican 
itar*. m enrineed as evttcoee 
U» Wh*ur House a improperly 
rfmng in a earn chu directly af 
i Iha CIbIoub 

i alao and he w{8 step dovo 

o bod of (he HrMutinn 
’C>*> * thread of M*th. The 
i» expected to oom* 



a Mwmt deaf mm far the 
»*hb 3 f be • M p p o e c d to he 
rrirpnideat federal trrary. 
afficfeli aid AJlnua «d a* 

M Medjaofl rrrftt nftrirtn 

a cedLu h* tea hut re* 

»e»tW appei/tece d 
iad (fcodmJ lu rtoM hoot# 

RTC ■ dieuwK 4 bikd 
ilj mi puramg cm] and aias- 
* um ucm9b( officers, difec- 
Uwyen, accountants, borrow 
aod other*. HZbjy Ciulon and 
h*tner lenn ef it the Jtoee 
iw Fin ia UUe Ka4, Ark., rap* 

Mkwa before Vjte reg- 
’*wr» in the nd-1960*. 

•AR*wn Md the Senate Seek inf 
WOWttiae that he ocouaed Wbw 
Auar ftxnaH Vmard Naufeum 

0o« free weeb «*> aod offervd to 
fgfi with he* to emlaei what the 
.fTC woe# (to m the dsadhoc fur 
Onf crol cktoi it) the M*4«u 
probe neared. Tbnc deadline waa 
wrb. £8, but Congress has erfriwVd 
fc uatB tfce aod dim 

Altman ttti he met with Hnu* 
biua: Maryann Wifluaw, Hflarv 
Chatoo * cWf ri Waff: and the pr/v 
MaTt depety dad of staff. HirvkJ 
Uses. who ha bee* asaigDed tbr 
u* nl damage eonrrof io the White- 
w*bo prube. 

White Hnwr officials yesterday 
de/eoded tb« njcrUoj. There * noth. 


tag hnproptr about ii." M i J Winn 
How* pte%% vrretary (Vr rv« My- 
crt. "He bodcolly idormod ibi While 
HiAiaw— a b* did Coofreu. a» he did 
the preaei h vu atrtedy a procedural 
Uufo*. Tlwit »o lioOunf miJ»N* 
that w»a aot available to raembrn of 
lint or Cvogrtaa." 

Afonin aatd he told White Houee 
anka Airuot (be n>**Unj that i the 
RTC foorx! a daim was warranted, 
it would nilbvr Gle a b«auit or aak 
pefenttal de/endwita to voluntarily 
hfteemana wlwidiaa U»e 
dradhn*. lie vtoH he alrejady had 
ftaa auch htformatioo to iouiaraut 
Vepubbcan members of Oyyereaa. 

Mearmhde. Rep. Jhn Leach (Iowa), 
th* rirUdAc Kepobinn on the Hwiv. 
Benldaf Coaraltiee. 'ererday rt- 
Wuwtl poi (ions of a t. ped enoverw- 
rmn m which the CUatooe’ former 
buaimi patUin, Jamea McDoufil, 
dnprtea their %3roufltia| of thet n 
vutmmu a dwa- mo l White «arax 
land venfure. MrJ)oufAl aaaj r the 
1991 coo motion tbit dw CliaUaw 
a»w made a $9,UU0 mtarejB pay. 
meat that they darned oa their 1990 
federal ncame tan and that they 
uod corporate asoeu to pay off a 
pvnMial naa. 

In a memo to <ru»rity eoaunittee 
mambar*. L«adi »**! McDoufal a 
rnmmeam "appear to mdfcate that 
the Qiatona taut oo um icy in Whit*, 
water' and *«i«*'* that the tax coa- 
lewcfica wtuch tnuiuUi hunt ihh 
mrtw* ment carehe vnmny * 

Leoch. who baa beao pthaiinf 
documents Joe heanrtfa he plana to 
hold aext month on the Whitawstar 
iivatiti, uxl id <n interview ye«er* 
day that he considered McDoufai'a 
cuxuocuU importaol btcauae, "he te 
wtmf dnvn wfch boob lodrera. 
which laixla A ceat uwdibily ' 
The tape va* made during a talk 
McDougil had in tha ipnaa uf 1992 
with bhetteld Nelsoo, who n» kw 
fovenor agalnet Clinton in 1990 

*ud w«a hims*tf ao invertor ■ a 

prmect financed through the 
McDuugd-vwuad Mid/son Guar- 
anhr Savkiga A Loan, 

The Gotw cLiiuaJ to tin a 1920 

kdaral tax retuma that ibey made 
19,000 R tciwevl piymaou to 
McUoogai related to llv WMewafrr 
venture. “Thav edn’t pay o»e. . . . 
They have never pjv) me a penny's 
intereat,* McDougil Mid. 

In recent we«kk. McDouval h» 
said that he rniM re<a|t the 0«. 
ton* putting about $13. W0 into 
Wlut^wjiar. not (Is# jr.S.900 they 


claimed when t*^ mvestmeftt V- 
come an la^ie a *.Sw l W2 prvtid«n- 
lial pi ironies aad since. 

Referring to the 1992 up*d con- 
venation, Uruce Lindsey a senior 
White House aide, said ytsterisv 
"! Ihn* ha [McOougal) • torduaed 
He hns ukj be • retag on hia 
memory with theee amounts, ann 
his memory » oicukun." 

Liadaey w<j m an <wrb*r irip+. 

view ttat be bebeved the Cliflioos J 
said McDoupi 19,000 m I960 to | 
ccBopetmte him for teeren hi hid 
M4«d oo a pun lo 40 used to 
the Whitewater venture. 

Spewai cownd Hubert LI Fake Jr. 
ia oow trytag to son out Whae- 
water*» Cobjcw u part d an uken# 
Jiwbcc Oeparoneoi (nveetfctfton. 

Ia (lie Lftanl <-ouv*rution with 
Nalann, apparent^ >* ifler the 
Clin tun cainpaon released a report j 
shout the Whitrrweter biveamem. • 

McDougaJ Ksal *1 vouid aaxk it }the j 
M.90P «goix| quicker that they ! 
could Gb akwl »l J I could get in a 
Brt*tv*i m 1 woddn't hive flay hand 
twrteo Aad Bill knows that* 
la for traaenpr, MeDnamg mM 
the Ctntooi penontly widf> dor- 
ponte H*tf for which Wfcdt+dtr 
nad node a8 (be payrasmu. Re mi 
refemaw to • lot and mnvr-Mat 
on the White watar prupwty. L«d> 
*ey uid the Cim *d* Mm* 
poymemi oe the tot, • 

Last night, McDouOl Mad a trtt* 
scxlpi read to hsn souads fibrv i 
cited.* He Md for Aaaomat^t 
Prees. Ta reserving aer farther 
comment inTd wturtcvwr R««rAr»n 

preoared tfaa tranoccw makes the 
original tape availablr 
& mother detekproeoi. 

W M. ITAtnato^ .Y ) acru^d 
rouiWr TTSBoaaf Committee 
CKakncao Devi d Wilbebn of utmg 
“political mbnidadoa tsraa’ a a 
hater uilioam D*Anato for beta* 
th* COP charge on Whfccwuer. 

Ia tba Pih. 2S kKlei, W\b » kn aid 
frAnwroa own actioM >nm a 
dear patter* of osiSct of ■tirec ’ 
over ttngi and Iran* mi orVr i 
hkSfKM ixerwU.* As one example, 
he cited a Wilt. *rhira rmmilt*e 
probe of D’Anutos coadoct io per- ! 
matting hta broth** Armaad to set* , 
leuen omkr bis name u> the Pma- 
goo to lobby far a contract. 

D‘ Axiom's reply aid the letter 
•levwo (Ukm bjj suspkJoa Out sueie- 
thing is roGca In Liuk Unde* 

$trf Wfikr folk Mama j 

co«tnUl*i A flkii *ptft I 
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Slovenly White House Ethics 


President Chnlftrt and hm helper* Keep laying 
they nave nothing to hide no Whitewater. SO ar.ror 
evil xvnle must r* making them an m if thev Jo. 
The latest affront la the hnnehsaded conclave <*on. 
v«n«d by Deputy Treasury Soerctory Rogei Altman 
in give a "heads up " to tore* White House officials 
4 bout (he Revelation Trust Corporation mguiry Into 
o savings and loaf) association wmntctcd tn Mr and 
Mr*. Clinton. 

Mr AlUuon sold ha wanted iw brief ttemard 
Nossbaum. the Wfc..< Muuse eounae.i, Haivld Icktc, 
the deputy chief of Staff, and Margaret Williams, 
llw First Lady s chief of stuff, on whan the ai 4 iu.it of 
limitations would run out on tht R T.C. Investigation 
uf MadtSOn Guaranty Savings ono I o*n. 

That i* un Intereating question and not :inr*iat. 
vtl to outer qorsLon* that Republicans on the Senate 
Hanking Committee and otnei reasonably curious 
Amtneons would Ilka tu have answered Hurt art 
four: 

1. WOS Madison u * k) to convert Clinton cam* 
paign funds to personal funds for thu then Covar. 
uvr? 

I. Did a rtavilutor appointed by Gwernor Clin* 
Ion go tuy on Modunn because U was owned by Ute 
Clintons’ political ally. James Mc.nougel, who was 
also Uw Clintons' business partner m the. Whitt* 
water Development Company? 

I. Did the CUntcvti pay the same ornmint of 
money for their half share of Whiiewaiar that Mr. 
McDougul paid for huv This question is important 
because it bean uq whether Mr ctuitvn. while 
Governor, received gift* or claimed undC.v.rvrd tax 
deduction* in coniwaioo with Whitewater. 

4. Did Mra Cltnfoe’s law firm behave properly 
in its dealings with Madison and bank regulators? 

Given (hat such questions are nnw before a 
special counsel nod tht R.T.C., a meeting between 
Mr. Altman a ad top White Muuse aides was impnip* 
nr on its face, tt could never have taken place, m a 
white House that bad even a rudimentary respect 
for the common aenae rules on conflict of interest* 
The Clinton team has taken the nation back (0 the 


Sham rthks of the early Uragan AUtr.miciratinn 
That crowd believed conflict* of intcreu could nut 
cmv since Ut*v could not conceive of lulling any law 
ot rule Of propriety uiUiferv with the pnlit»c«i and 
financial uitcivsti of the t-'rriident ur h:s buddies. 

The Slated reason fur this meeting will not 
wain. Infurmation on the statute of limitations 
could be had from Uw newspapers nr • bi wf memo 
imm (lie R.T.C. legal staff Smatur Alfnnv D'A* 
inaip and Representative Jim Learn tbeiefort have 
reason to yuspect that the goal of Uw meeting was tv 
uumrol political Uainage or mmproinits the 
K TC.’t investigation. Who know* wftot me While 
House has learned about the K I C findings? After 
an. n w«« only through Mr. D'Amato s cllorts dial 
the Government ivluased On N I C dormant Sug- 
gesting Uui Mrs. Clinton’* law firm had failed «t 
proper disclosure of Its dealings wiih Madison. 

In response to bad publicity, Mr. Alimon has 
iwiwed hlmoeir front (ha R.T.C. inquiry on White 
water HU R.T.C. deputy should uvw take Over all 
hi* duties at tha agency until a permanent director 
IS appointed. Senator Donald Riegte, ihc chairman 
of Uw Senate Banking Committee. needa io step up 
h|f committee’s werslghl activities. Other Demo- 
crats like Senator John Kerry iwed to ccsm theii 
myopic defense of Mr. CUntOn nn a mailer about 
which neither the Senator nor the public has been 
fully informed 

Opposition leaders are right when they say that 
a Republican White Muuse that an recklessly mod- 
dind in the Justice Department, ibe R.T.'*. and othei 
agencies would be shtUed with endless Cungrca- 
'lonal Investigation*. It is time for the Democratic 
Congressional leaders, Thomas Foley and GCOrge 
Mitel aril, to try tn educate due White HN»sc stunt 
the normal pnAuoull Of governance. Explaining 
what Representative LtaJi meant when he sad 
*'arm*> length " would be a start 

Gimon sides behave as If their President had 
deep deposits of publtr trust. In fact, that account 
was pretty slim when Mr. Clinton got iu Washing- 
ton, and it !i just shout tapped out now. 
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/ * 

/ • prepare witnesses (especially Altman and Hova) for OOP o^, *^ x 

questioning. Key topless (Nike Levy) •t*= s v 


♦ FDIC Report clearing Rose of conflicts with 

respect to prior representation of Madison before 
Ark. Securities Commission was a whitewash. (See 
attached discussion.) 


♦ FDIC Report clearing Hubbell of conflicts with 
respect to his relationship with Seth Ward was 
based on faulty assumptions. 


♦ FDIC statement clearing Mrs. Clinton of any 
conflict in representing the FDIC against Dan 
Lasater is another whitewash. 


♦ Altman's failure to recuse himself. 


♦ The nature of the RTC's investigation of Madison. 
By dragging its heels, RTC cost taxpayers a lot of 
money. Is investigation continuing? What is 
going on? Criminal referral to Justice — what 
were circumstances. Is RTC going to pursue any 
civil relief? Etc. 


♦ RTC' s incomplete responses to congressional 
requests for documents. 

♦ Were Madison resources directed into other 
business ventures of principals? Into Clinton 
campaign funds? 

S’ • Chronology of RTC's Investigation of Madison. Who did 
what. When and why were referrals made to Justice. 

What if anything is going on now. Etc. (Levy) 

/ • What is status of the Dallas story. Are we planning to 
unveil anything at the hearing? (Levy) 

i/ • Zs Treasury working on questions for Committee Dems? 
(Levy) 

• Line up a Senator of two (e.g., Boxer, Murray, 

Sarbanes) to counterpunch. (JDP, Sosnick) 

• Have a page or two of background plus questions for the 
counterpunches. (Stern/Winer) 

• Staff meeting at 5 pm — divvy up responsibilities. 
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MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

RE: 


REDACTED x 000074 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINQTON 


February 28, 1994 


FOR FILE 

JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND STAFF SECRETARY 
W. NEIL EGGLESTON 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

WHITEWATER — SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE HEARING AND 
OTHER RECENT ACTIVITY 
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4. Senator Gramm, 

Senator Gramm was initially pretty mild, merely urging 
the President to made all information public so that the country 
could move on to other issues. 

It was during Mr, Gramm's questioning that Mr, Altman 
testified about his meeting at the White House approximately 
three weeks before the hearing, Mr, Altman stated that the 
meeting was procedural only, relating to the statute of 
limitations issue, Mr, Altman stated that he had requested the 
meeting because he had been answering questions from members of 
Congress about the procedural issues, and thought it only 
appropriate to provide the same information to the White House. 


3 
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CHIEF OF STAFF 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Washington 


February 23, 1994 


FOR: TODD STERN 

FROM: Josh Steiner 

Per our conversation. 
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Madlson/Whttewater [See Fact Sheet # 23]: 

When did the Board first know of the President's and Mrs. Clinton's Involvement? 44 

Did RTC OIG or GAO make reports to the Board regarding MadlsorVWhKewater? 45 

What has the Board done to ensure that this affair Is properly Investigated? 46 

Was the Board aware of RTC being requested to provide related Information? 47 

Did the Board discuss how the RTC should release this information? 46 

Did the Board at any meetings discuss the Madison/Whitewater Issues? 49 

Will the Board proffer all communications with RTC, beginning with the Investigation? .... 50 

Would the Board provide the Committee any reports on this issue in RTC files? 51 

Would the Board provide a copy of the Criminal Reference letter sent to DOJ? 52 

Did RTC offer all documentation to appropriate Congressional Committee staff? 53 

When did the RTC discover the President's and Mrs. Clinton's involvement? 54 

When did the RTC refer this case to DOJ? 55 

Was the referral made because of the President's and the First Lady's involvement? .... 56 
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FACT SHEET #23 


PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING CRIMINAL REFERRALS 


BACKGROUND: 

o When criminal activity is suspected, the RTC is required to report those 
activities to U.S. Attorneys' offices and the FBI for investigation. 

o Oecisions to make criminal referrals are the sole responsibility of the RTC. 

o Criminal referrals are not equivalent to prosecutable cases. 

o Referrals frequently contain unverified allegations and rest upon 
suspicion of criminal misconduct. 

o Referrals do not always contain criminal information sufficient to warrant 
opening a federal criminal investigation; do not always lead to discovery 
of evidence of criminal fraud, and do not always justify a prosecution. 

o The FBI and the U.S. Secret Service are involved in investigations of 
misconduct in failed thrift institutions after these agencies receive criminal 
referrals of suspected wrongdoing from the RTC. 

o If suspected activity violates a federal criminal statute, federal prosecutors 
may file formal charges against the defendant in federal court 


ROLE OF THE OVERSIGHT BOARD: 

o The Oversight Board does not have statutoiy authority to approve or 
disapprove case-specific matters such as criminal referrals. 

o The FIRREA Conference Report explicitly states that the Oversight Board will 
not be involved in or responsible for case-specific matters involving individual 
institutions. 

o The Oversight Board never has intervened in an RTC criminal referral. 

o The Oversight Board never has received a report from the Inspector General 
or the GAO regarding a specific criminal referral such as 
Madison/Whitewater nor are we aware that there is any type of pending 
report to be issued by the Inspector General or the GAO. 

o RTC policies and procedures for criminal referrals have never been criticized 
in Inspector General and GAO reports. 
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MADISON/WHITEWATER: OB KNOWLEDGE 
Question : 

When did the Oversight Board first learn that the issue with Madison Guaranty 
S&L and Whitewater involved the President and Mrs. Clinton? 

Answer : 

• The Board has had no involvement in this issue. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET # 23 
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45 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: RTC, IG, OR GAO REPORTS TO BOARD 


Question ; 

The IG and GAO make reports to the Oversight Board regarding ongoing 
investigations. What did they report to you regartfng Madison Guaranty S&L 
and Whitewater matters? 


Answer 

• The issue was never brought to-the Board's attention by the RTC, IG, or 
GAO. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET * 23 
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46 


MADISON/WHITEWATER: OB ACTION 


Question : 

What has the Oversight Board done to assure that the Madison/Whitewater affair 
is properly investigated? 


Answer 

• The Board has no authority to Intervene and is not responsible, by law, for 
case-specific matters such as the RTC's criminal referral of specific cases. 

• The Oversight Board has not been involved in any manner with RTC's 
investigation of this case. 


[NOTE: The Board has no Information suggesting that the RTC's policies 
regarding criminal referrals are being handled Improperly.] 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET « 23 
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47 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTATION 

Question: 

Was the Oversight Board aware of the Congress’ request that RTC provide 
documentation and other materials related to Whitewater for review? 

Answer : 

• The Oversight Board only became aware of this request from press reports. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET # 23 
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48 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: OB ROLE IN RELEASE OF DOCUMENTATION 


Question : 

Did the Oversight Board discuss how the RTC should release information on the 
Whitewater matter? 


Answer : 


• No. 

8 

• The Oversight Board has not been involved in any manner with RTC's 
investigation or handling of this case and has had no related discussions with 
RTC. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET * 23 
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49 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: DISCUSSIONS AT OB MEETINGS 


Question : 

Did the Oversight Board at any ot its meetings, including closed or executive 
sessions, discuss the Madison Guaranty S&L or Whitewater issues? 

Answer : 

• No. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET * 23 
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50 


MADISON/WHITEWATER: COPIES OF OB TRANSCRIPTS & COMMUNICATIONS 


Question : 

Will the Oversight Board make available to the Committee copies of all 
transcripts, minutes, or notes from its meetings or its communication with RTC 
during the period beginning with RTC's investigation of Madison Guaranty or 
Whitewater? 


Answer: 

• The Oversight Board has never discussed these matters with RTC or others 
including at any open or closed meeting of the Oversight Board. 

• There are no records at the Oversight Board related to Madison 
Guaranty or Whitewater. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET # 23 


197 


X000040 

51 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: EXAMINATION REPORTS 


guefliaa: 

Would you provide the Committee (or members of the Committee) any 
examination reports or supervisory reports on Madison Guaranty S&LA In RTC 
files? 

Answer; 

• The Oversight Board does not have copies of the reports. 

• The Board has no information suggesting that the RTC's policies regarding 
criminal referrals or Investigations are being handled improperly. 

• The Oversight Board has no immediately evident "oversight" basis on 
which to require the RTC to provide such reports to the Board. 

[Mr. Aitman would have the same answers as a member of the Oversight Board. 
but a different response to the initial question as RTC CEO.] 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET # 23 
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52 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: CRIMINAL REFERENCE LETTER 


Question : 

Would you provide the Committee with a copy ot the Criminal Reference letter 
sent to the Department of Justice by the RTC concerning Madison Guaranty 
S&LA, McCrory, Arkansas? If you do not have a copy would you please require 
the RTC to furnish a copy of the document to the Committee? 


Answer : 

• The Oversight Board does not have a copy of the document. (Criminal 
Reference Letter) 

• The Oversight Board may require the RTC to provide documents only to the 
extent 'necessary to cariy out its oversight responsibilities.* 

• To our knowledge, the RTC’s criminal reference policies and procedures 
are adequate and have not been criticized by such entities as the GAO or 
the RTC IG. We therefore have no 'oversight* basis on which to make 
such a request of the RTC. 

(Mr Altman would have the same answers as a member ot the Oversight Board, 
but a different response to the initial question as RTC CEO.] 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET * 23 
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MADISON/WHITEWATER: RTC COOPERATION 


OuesCftn: 

Did RTC make all documentation and material on the Whitewater matter 
available to the Congressional Committee staff charged with investigating this 
issue? 


Answer : 

• I would have to defer to Mr. Altman to answer that question. 
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54 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: PRESIDENTS ALLEGED INVOLVEMENT 
Question : 

When did RTC discover that President and Mrs. Clinton were Involved in the 
Madison/Whitewater affair? 

Answer : 

* I would have to defer to Mr. Altman to answer that question. 
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56 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: RTC REFERRAL TO DOJ 
Question : 

Was the referral made because the President and First Lady were involved? 
What other reasons were given for the referral? 

Answer 

• I would have to defer to Mr. Altman to answer that question. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET * 23 
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55 

MADISON/WHITEWATER: RTC REFERRAL TO DOJ 
Question : 

When did RTC refer this case to the Justice department? 

Answer: 

• I would have to defer to Mr. Altman to answer that question. 


NOTE: SEE FACT SHEET * 23 
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I. RECUSAL 
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Question: 


X000102 

i 

Why are You Unwilling in Rcemg Yourself? 


Answer: 

First, your obvious point is that 1 should not play any role in the RTCs eventual decision to 
pursue a civil claim, or not pursue one. in the Madison Guaranty matter. Well. 1 will not be 
doing so. 

My appointment as interim CEO under the Vacancy Act expires on March 30, 1994. I will 
have no role with the RTC beyond that date. The RTC General Counsel has advised me that 
any recommendations she makes on Madison Guaranty will not be formulated before that 
time. I will, therefore, have no role in the RTCs decisions on the matter. 
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2 xoor.cs 

Question: You Still Should Recuse Yourself. W hv DoiTt You? 


Answer: 

As I said, the point is moot. 1*11 have no role in any RTC decisions on pursuing a civil 
claim in the Madison matter. 

Also, 1 consulted both with the relevant RTC ethics officer and with the relevant Treasury 
ethics officer. 

Both ethics officers advised me that there was no requirement for a recusal in this matter. 
The specific statutes and regulations involved do not define this as a case requiring recusal. 

Both ethics officers also advised me that any decisions on recusal normally would be made 
when a matter is ready for decision. The Madison matter, as I’ve said, is not ready. 

But, most of all Senator, the circumstances are such that 1'U not be playing any role. 
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Doesn’t Your Relationship with the Presid ent and Mrs. C linton Require a Recusal. 
Isn’t there the Appearance of a Conflict of Interest? 


First, as I said. I’ll not be playing any role in this matter. There won’t be, therefore, any 
appearances of a conflict. 

Second. I’m playing no role whatsoever right now in the RTC’s investigation of this case. 
I've seen no documents. I’ve had no conversations at all on where the investigation stands. 
I have no idea what recommendations the General Counsel will reach. They will be 
completed after I've left. 

Third, I might point out that the RTC referred this matter to the Justice Department for 
possible criminal review last October. I was also interim CEO at that time. 

I was advised at that time that such a review was being conducted and that a decision on 
referral to Justice would be made. As certain Treasury and RTC officers will attest, 1 took 
the position that noimal procedures should be followed. If such a decision on referral was 
typically made at the regional office level, my view was that it should be made that way in 
this matter. 
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What conversations Have You Had with th. White House on this 

Matted 


I've had on substantive conversation* Approximately three weeks 
ago, Jean Hanson (Treasury General Counsel) and I requested a 
meeting with Mr. Nussbaum, White House Counsel. 

The purpose of the meeting was to describe the procedural reasons 
for the then impending February 28 deadline: the Completion Act # 
the statute of limitations was retroactively reinstated for certain 
types of civil claims (those relating to fraud and certain claims 
relating to intentional misconduct) ; as it related to Madison 
Guaranty, it would expire the end of February. Finally, if the RTC 
were to determine that any such claims existed, the RTC would have 
to determine whether to seek a tolling agreement or commence 
litigation. 

We made clear that we had no idea at all what decision would be 
reached. I did say, however, that if I received a clear 
recommendation from the RTC's chief legal officer, I would follow 
it. I also said that I was reserving judgment on a recusal. 

We were only asked one question. Did the RTC intend to provide the 
same briefing on the RTC's processes to attorneys for the parties 
in interest. Z said that Z assumed so but would check with the RTC 
General Counsel. 

Jean Hanson did check and was told N in due course." N I said fine". 
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w hy did V9U brigf the wnite House on those processes? 


Solely to ensure that they understood the legal, procedural 
framework within which the RTC was working. (If you recall, 
at that time the February 28 date was the subject of ma-ior 
attention in the Congress and the press.) It is not uncommon 
for meetings of this type to take place. The meeting could 
have taken place between the lawyers; this was simply a legal 
briefing with a larger audience. 

Who else attended that meeting? 

Mr. Ickes, Ms. Williams and one of Mr. Nussbaum's assistants. 


W fi cs there any other conyergat i ong ? 

The only other discussion — which lasted about five minutes — 
occurred later when I indicated that I was not inclined towards a 
recusal. 

Has .the Wh i te House attempted to influence vo u r decision on these 
matters? 

Ho. It is understood that the RTC must complete the task that it 
has been given and, of course, the White House respects the 
independence of the RTC. 

HaY . g YOU attempted to influence the RTC's review of the Madison 
guaranty matter or the outcome o f its decision? 

NO. 

tha Treasury general Counsel accompany you and not tha 

RTC General Counsel? 

We discussed only the broad procedural framework fl the statute of 
limitations issue and the presence of the RTC General Counsel was 
not necessary. No specifics were, or were intended to be, 

discussed. 
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Are, vou a close friend of the Clintons? 

I know them well, yes. An I one of their very closest circle? No. 


Do you consider you rself a FOB? 

Yes, as I understand that term to be used. 

Do you -think vour relationship with the President should 
disqualify you from olavinq anv role in Madison? 

As I said, I won't be playing any role and the question is moot, if 
I were to be playing a role my answer would be no. When the issue 
of referring this to Justice arose, my position was that all the 
normal procedures should be followed. In that case, such decisions 
are often made by regional offices and my view was that nothing 
should be different. 

That would be my stance on Madison. If I received a truly clear 
recommendation on it from the chief legal officer, I'd almost 
certainly follow it. 

I've never played favorites on sensitive matters, let alone one of 
this sensitivity, and I wouldn't do so here. 
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R l gfr i. Tiqgrt ghost to recuse herself. You didn't, what • a d ifferent 
about the two cases? 

I can't comment about Ricki Tigert's decision. I haven't discussed 
it with her. I don't know the FDIC procedures which pertain to it. 
It's not my role to speculate on her decision. 


216 


X000109 



217 


X0001 10 


II. TREASURY 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Qw gtigm 

Have you issued any instructions to RTC staff on this 
investigation? What were they? 

AnsweEi 

Other than to advise the Deputy CEO and the General Counsel of 
the RTC that I expected that all standard procedures would 
apply to the RTC's handling of this matter, I have issued no 
instructions. 


I 
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WHITEWATER/ KADI SON : TREASURY INVOLVEMENT 

Questions 

Have any other officials of the Treasury Department been 
involved in any substantive discussions relating to the RTC's 
handling of Madison or related natters? 

Answcti 


— I and a very limited number of my Treasury staff have been 
briefed generally by RTC staff on a variety of issues related 
to the RTC's review of the Madison matter. Topics include: 

— RTC procedures related to document requests including 
the types of information that are releasable in the 
ordinary course to members of the public , members of the 
Congress acting in their individual capacity and as a 
Committee of the Congress; 

— a general discussion of the causes of action that 
might be available to the RTC that fall within the 
extension of the statute of limitations contained in the 
RTC Completion Act; 

— the normal criteria applied by the RTC in seeking an 
Authority to Sue, tolling agreements with potential 
defendants, etc.; and, 

— the applicable statute of limitations and a 
chronology of the Madison matter beginning in 1989 with 
the seizure of the institution by the FDXC, the 
expiration of the FIRREA statute of limitations in 1992 
and the revival of certain types of actions under the 
Completion Act and the further extension via the 
California Earthquake Relief Act; 

-- During my service as the Interim CEO of the RTC I have had 
members of my Treasury staff sit in on a variety of briefings 
and discussions related to RTC matters. For instance, since 
I was appointed Interim CEO of the RTC I and members of my 
Treasury staff have had a standing Tuesday luncheon involving 
senior members of RTC including the Deputy CEO, the General 
Counsel and the Senior Vice President for Minority and Women's 
Business. Topics discussed during the course of these regular 
meetings include the implementation of the recently approved 
Completion Act. 

— No discussions of the actual decisions to be made by the 
RTC as to whether any claims exist and should be pursued 
against specific persons in connection with Madison have been 
held by me or other Treasury staff. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON S 

Question! 

What discussion with RTC staff have you personally had on 
Madison? 


Answer i 


See Response to "Treasury Involvement" [Nov at p. 2] 





10 


X00Q114 


WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Quest ion i 

Why has the Treasury General Counsel been so active, in this 
whole natter? She has no responsibilities at the RTC. 

Answer 

The Treasury General Counsel to my knowledge has not been 
active in the Madison natter. The RTC's General Counsel has 
been directing its efforts and has counseled ne about the 
procedures being followed in the investigation* 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Quest lpjv 

What discussions on it have you had with Secretary Bentsen? 

Answer;. 

I have had no substantive discussions of Madison with 
Secretary Bentsen. I did inform him generally of the process 
the RTC was undertaking concerning Madison as a result of the 
expansion of the statute of limitations in the Completion Act. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question: 

What has ha said to you about the Madison investigation? 
Answer: 

Nothing* 
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III. CONTACTS WITH D0J/FI8KE 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: JUSTICE DEPARTMENT 


Qygstipni 

Has the Justice Department told the RTC what it can and cannot 
tell the Congress in matters relating to Madison Guaranty? 

Angwerj. 

— Consistent with established practice, RTC staff has had 
discussions with the Justice Department prior to the 
appointment of the Special Counsel as to the release of 
information which may hamper or affect the investigation of 
matters in which the RTC has information or an interest. 

RTC staff's discussions with the Justice Department and 
Special Counsel Fiske have involved issues such as 
coordination of the respective agency's investigations so as 
to not unduly delay or prejudice the possible prosecution of 
various claims or actions. 

— [Insert here any possible talking point related to the 
Klinger letter and response from the Treasury — talk with 
Dennis Foreman first thing Tuesday!!] 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 


Question! 


Secretary Altman, has the RTC been in contact with the Special 
Counsel Robert Fiske? Have you participated in these 
conversations? 

Answer! 


— I understand that there have been several telephone 
conversations with Mr. Fiske and his staff and Deputy CEO Jack 
Ryan as veil as members of the RTC legal staff regarding 
various procedural matters. 

— I have not participated in any of those discussions. 
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15 


WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question: 

Tell us about the documents which the RTC provided to Mr. 
Fiske. 

Answer; 

The RTC is cooperating fully with the Independent counsel. 
Any discussion of information on documents received by him 
should be addresed to him. 
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WHITEWATER /MADISON : 

Question; 

What is the RTC doing to get those documents back? 

Answer i 

The RTC maintains copies of any documents in its possession 
which it has provided to the Independent Counsel. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Qumwni 

How could the RTC make its decision without access to those 
documents? 

Ansygr; 

The RTC is going to investigate the facts, and seek all 
documents which are relevant. Obviously it wants to make 
litigation decisions on the best information in existence. 
That is not always possible and to the extent the RTC is 
unable to obtain material information the effectiveness of its 
investigation any any subsequent litigation could be impaired. 
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IV. ROSE LAW FIRM 
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17 

WHITEWATER/MADISON: ROSE LAW FIRM 

Question: 

Secretary Altman, has the RTC investigated the Rose Lav firm 
and whether or not it correctly represented possible conflicts 
when soliciting business with the RTC? Have you recused 
yourself from this matter? 

Ansgeti 


The FDIC, as exclusive agent for the FSLIC, was the 
original conservator of Madison and as such, retained the Rose 
lav firm. As you know the FDIC has investigated the 
circumstances arising out of that relationship and has 
released the report. Perhaps Acting Chairman Hove might like 
to briefly expand upon the report. 

— I understand that the General Counsel received a report 
prepared by the RTC Office of Contractor Oversight. The 
report was presented to the FDIC during its investigation of 
the Rose Law Firm. The General Counsel has also advised me 
that the report does not contradict the information reviewed 
and the conclusions reached by the FDIC. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Quest ion 1 

Are you aware of the connections between the Rose Law Firm and 
Madison and/or Whitewater? 

Angweti 

I only know what I read in the newspapers. 
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INFORMATION TO CONGRESS 
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QUESTIONS RELATED TO WHITEWATER/ MADISON 


Question: 

Why is the RTC refusing to provide information about Madison 
and Whitewater to this Committee? 

Answer l 

— At the present time the RTC has not received a request 
from this Committee and is cooperating to the fullest extent 
possible under the lav with the investigations by individual 
members (Rep. Leach/Sen. D» Amato). 

Questions 

Haven't you refused to provide specific information to members 
of the Committee (Rep. Leach/Sen. D* Amato) and their staffs 
which they have advised you is extremely important to their 
carrying out of their duties? 

Answer! 


— To date the RTC has not received a request from the 
Committee for any documents. Absent a request from the 
Committee, the RTC is limited in what it can provide to 
individual Members of Congress in the following areas: 

— Information regarding the personal and corporate 
financial records in its possession; 

— Information relating to criminal investigations; 

— Information which is privileged; and, 

— Material relating to possible civil litigation. 

— Release of these types of information to individual 
Members of Congress could jeopardize the governments ' s ability 
to bring and subsequently prosecute both civil and criminal 
matters. [Za addition, the release of certain information 
could be a violation of the Privacy and Trade secrets Act that 
in turn vould lead to possible liability to the government 
official responsible for their release. ] [Check with Binkley] 
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Follow UDJ- 

As a Committee member (Minority Member) and as participant in 
this hearing, I am formally requesting that you supply the 
material previously requested (by Rep. Leach/Sen. D* Amato) . 

Ansyeu. 

— The RTC is in something of an awkward position and would 
request that clarification be provided the RTC by the 
Committee Chair as to whether a request during the hearing 
from an individual member constitutes a formal request by the 
Committee as part of this hearing. 

Follow UR1 

As the Chairman of this Committee (Chairman Riegle/Chairman 
Gonzalez) , I am requesting that you provide the information 
requested to the majority and minority staffs of this 
Committee. 

A USMSJLL 


— The Justice Department and the Special Counsel, Mr. Fiske, 
has requested that with respect to Madison, the RTC make no 
information available about criminal referrals without its 
consent. The RTC, in addition to its obligations to comply 
with the lav is deeply concerned about the provision of 
information which could have a negative impact on its 
investigation or litigation of any matter. 


Follow UP1 

1 insist. 


Anawcn 

— Mr. Chairman, the RTC will respond as to its position on 
this request expeditiously after consultation with the Special 
Counsel and the Justice Department. 

— May I reiterate the RTC*s concerns about possible negative 
affects on our investigation. I would also request on behalf 
of the RTC that appropriate safeguards be implemented after 
consultation with the staff of the Committee to protect the 
confidentiality of information and to preserve the privileged 
nature of any information which might be disclosed. 
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Background : 

— The RTC's policy with respect to this type of matter is a 
non-partisan one. The RTC has treated Democrats similarly to 
Republicans. The RTC has previously provided privileged 
information to Congressional Committees with safeguards such 
as a promise of confidentiality or under threat of subpoena 
which protects the agency from a claim that its privileges 
have been waived by disclosure to congress. For example, the 
RTC has disclosed: 

— Information regarding Southwest Savings litigation 
requested by a majority member of the Senate Banking 
Committee. The information was disclosed only after the 
RTC received a (written] promise of confidentiality from 
the [Committee]; 

— Information regarding Homefed requested by the 
majority of the House Banking Committee. The Chairman of 
the Committee, in writing threatened to issue a subpoena 
for the requested material; 

— Information protected by the Privacy Act requested by 
a majority member of the House Subcommittee on Civil 
Service (Rep. Schroeder) was denied originally and 
released only after a promise of confidentiality by the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee. 

— In the absence of such safeguards, the RTC would have 
to consider all its options in order to avoid 
jeopardizing its statutory obligations. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: CONGRESSIONAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION 
Question:, 

Why has the RTC taken the position that an individual member 
of Congress only has the standing of an average citizen when 
making requests of the agency for information? Isn't it true 
that there is a certain amount of flexibility in interpreting 
the lav regarding this question? Mr. Altman, were you 
involved in this decision? Were any other Treasury officials 
involved in this decision? 

Angw^cj. 


The request of individual members of Congress for 
information is not a new issue. This issue has been raised on 
numerous occasions involving many executive agencies. The RTC 
is not charting new waters here. 

The RTC has taken the position that requests for 
information from individual members of Congress, as contrasted 
with requests from Congressional Committees, have the same 
standing as FOIA requests and are subject to the same 
exceptions. There is no credible legal theory or authority to 
the effect that the lav is otherwise. 

— Providing privileged information to an individual member 
of Congress would likely waive all applicable privileges and 
could also result in other violations of FOIA. 

— Our position is consistent with that of other agencies and 
of the Department of Justice. 

— We are most concerned that ve not take steps which would 
impair the RTC's and the Special Counsel's ability to carry 
out their responsibilities or violate relevant lav. 

— At the same time, the RTC has provided individual members 
of Congress with significant amounts of documentation and 
information within the limitations which I have described and 
it will continue to cooperate to the fullest extent possible. 

-- The decisions made with respect to information which may 
appropriately be disclosed have been made by the staff of the 
RTC alone in accordance with normal agency procedures. 
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CRIMINAL REFERRALS 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: CRIMINAL REFERRALS 
Questions 

How many criminal referrals were made by the RTC relating to 
Madison? When were they made? Could you provide a copy of 
these referrals to the committee? 

Answer: 


It is the policy of the RTC not to discuss criminal 
referrals on an institution specific basis; 

-- All questions concerning criminal investigations should be 
directed to the Justice Department, and in the case of Madison 
Guaranty to Special Counsel Robert Fiske. 

— The bank regulators and the RTC strongly encourages the 
early detection of suspected criminal activity. Therefore in 
order to provide for the free flow of information and the 
encouragement of such reports the contents of investigative 
reports must be protected against disclosure. 

— In recognition of their sensitive status, completed 
Criminal Referral forms are protected from disclosure under 
the Freedom of Information Act, and the litigation discovery 
process and are subjected to the provisions of the Privacy 
Act. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: 

Question i 

What were the internal RTC processes which led to the decision 
in October to refer this to the Justice Department? 

Answer i 

It is standard RTC practice to review institutions for 
criminal activity sometimes even after the statute of 
limitations on civil claims has expired and to make criminal 
referrals where warranted. Those reviews are conducted in RTC 
field offices and referrals are made directly from the field 
offices to the appropriate U.S. Attorney's office. 

It is the policy of RTC Investigations to make criminal 
referrals where there is a reasonable basis to believe that a 
crime has been attempted or committed. 
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WHITEWATER/ MAD I SON : 

Question: 

Who was involved in that decision? 

Answer;. 

Referrals are made by the Criminal Coordinator working for 
RTC's Investigations unit in the field office. The referral 
would have been made directly to the appropriate U.S. 
Attorney's office without prior review in Washington. 
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VII. MADISON HISTORY 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question: 

When did the RTC first turn its attention to Madison? 

Ansveci 

The RTC became responsible for resolving Madison's affairs on 
August 9, 1989. 



249 


X0001 42 


WHITEWATER/ MAD I SON : 

Questions 

Who in the RTC was involved at the beginning? 

Answcui 

From February 1989 to August 1989 , scores of FDIC staff and 
supervisors were involved in disposing of assets, evaluating 
claims of creditors, and investigating and pursuing 
professional liability claims. Through a process which began 
in August of 1989, RTC personnel gradually took over these 
responsibilities. Throughout most of 1990, the FDIC 

maintained one Legal Division to represent both the RTC and 
FDIC. The RTC Professional Liability Section ("PLS") 
(responsible for investigating and pursuing claims against 
former directors, officers, accountants, attorneys, ' 

appraisers, and brokers of failed financial institutions, as 
well as against insurance companies who provide coverage to 
such individuals and firms) remained a branch of the FDIC PLS 
until January 1991. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: 

Qumipp 1 

When did the Madison matter first come to the attention of the 
RTC's Washington office? 

Answer s_ 

Neither the FDIC nor RTC PLS employed staff in field offices 
until the Spring of 1991. Consequently, professional 
liability attorneys responsible for Madison have always been 
located in Washington. On the other hand, in-house 
investigators have been located in various field offices over 
the years. Personnel responsible for other functions of the 
conservatorship and receivership have been located in various 
field offices. All field offices work under the supervision 
-’Of headquarters in Washington. Different "Madison matters 19 
*have come to the attention of the RTC's Washington office at 
different times. 
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WHITEWATER/ KADI SON : 

OMe$ti.sni 

Why was the statute of limitations in this matter originally 
permitted to lapse? 

Answexi 

The original statute of limitations for director and officer 
and other professional liability claims was not "permitted to 
lapse". No statutes of limitations for PLS matters in thrifts 
under RTC control were permitted to expire without either 
filing appropriate civil actions, settling claims prior to 
filing or reaching a decision to close investigations because 
the dual criteria of viable and cost-effective claims could 
not be met. The decision not to pursue claims against former 
officers, directors, attorneys and appraisers for Madison was 
based on these factors. Madison filed suit against Frost and 
Co., its accountants, in 1988, and the government continued to 
pursue these claims. In 1991, the RTC settled with Frost. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: 

QMggUQOl 

Who made the decision to permit that? 

Answer 

The investigations into all Madison professional liability 
matters, other than the audit failure case against Frost & 
Co., were closed by officials in the FDIC Legal Division 
responsible for RTC matters and by officials in the RTC Office 
of Investigations. 

The settlement of the audit failure case was approved by 
officials in the FDIC Legal Division responsible for RTC 
matters and by business side officials of the RTC. 
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VIII. MADISON INVESTIGATION 
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WHITEWATER /MAO I SON : CIVIL ACTIONS 

ouggtiom 

Why has it bean almost five years since Madison failed and no 
civil action has been taken while many criminal referrals have 
been made? 

Answcn 


— While an in-depth response concerning the actions taken by 
the RTC in connection with Madison must await a later date, 
let me provide you with a review of significant events: 

— The original statute of limitations for Madison civil 
claims expired in early 1992; 

— Before that date, the FDIC and subsequently the RTC 
pursued a civil claim against Madison’s former auditors 
this case was originally filed by Madison (the 
institution) prior to its failure and was successfully 
settled. Certain other litigation was also pursued. 

— Despite the fact the statute of limitations for civil 
claims had expired in early 1992, the RTC has continued 
to assess Madison, as well as other institutions, as to 
whether criminal referrals should be made since the 
statute of limitations period for criminal charges is 
longer. 

— With the enactment of the RTC Completion Act in 
December 1993, the statute of limitations was renewed 
with respect to a limited class of civil actions. 

— The statute of limitations with respect to those 
civil actions extended in December 1993 was again 
extended as part of the recently enacted California 
Earthquake Relief Act. The statute of limitations 
expires on December 31, 1995. 

— The review of whether any civil claims relating to 
Madison as well as other institutions are sound and cost 
effective is underway. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: 

Qiiaa&iflm 

Has the RTC ever uncovered any ties between Madison and 
Whitewater, or Madison and the Clintons? 

Answgti 

Since these matters are under investigation, it would be 
inappropriate to comment on them at this time. Discussing 
specific information could materially impair both the civil 
and criminal investigations which are underway. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: 

Question: 

Had Congress not just extended these limitations , what would 
the RTC have done on Madison before the Feb. 28 deadline? 

Answer; 

RTC has assigned a team of senior, experienced PL S attorneys 
in its Washington, D.C. office to work on the Madison matter. 
These attorneys, working under the close supervision of Legal 
Division managers, are conducting the investigation with the 
assistance of outside counsel, and a team of RTC investigators 
based in Kansas city and Washington. Although it would not 
have been easy to complete this investigation in the time 
originally alloted in the RTC Completion Act, RTC was prepared 
to take the necessary steps to do the best job possible. 
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WHITEWATER/ MADISON : 

Qyggtigm 

What is the RTC doing at this very moment to reach a decision 
on a civil claim? 

Angyeri 

Beginning in January 1994 , the RTC commenced a new 
investigation of the claims revived by the Completion Act. It 
assembled a team of experienced in-house attorneys supervised 
by a Senior Counsel and Legal Division managers. Further, we 
hired outside counsel to represent us. We expect to make 
decisions about pursuing revived claims during 1994. 
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WHITEWATER /HAD I SON : 

Questions 

Who at the RTC is doing that work? 

Angy&T-L 

Beginning in January 1994 , the RTC commenced a new 
investigation of the claims revived by the Completion Act. It 
assembled a team of in-house attorneys supervised by a Senior 
Counsel and Legal Divsion managers. Further, ve hired outside 
counsel to represent us. We expected to make decisions about 
pursuing revived claims during 1994. 
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WHITEWATER /MAO I SON : 

Question! 

When will a decision be reached? 

Answer i 

I have been advised that the staff anticipates that decisions 
on pursuing specific claims should be made in 1994* 
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WHITEWATER/ MADISON S 

flmitlflDi 

What is bsing dons to ssfsguard ths RTC docussnts on this 
cass? 

Anawars 

I don't hava any spacific information about this. 
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WHITEWATER/ MADISON : 

Qumicm 

If the RTC were to f ile a claim in court against tha Clintons, 
how would that work? What would ths RTC seek, etc.? 

Anaasri 

The RTC would follow its normal procedures if it decides to 
file a claim against anyone. I have instructed the RTC to 
handle this matter like it would any other. 
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WHITEWATER\MADISON : 

Question: 

In light of the problems with RTC PL S, why do you think that it can 
adequately investigate the Madison claims? 

Anarer; 

As I said in my testimony, ve have made great progress in 
addressing the problems which have been identified with RTC PLS. 
First of all, we have greatly strengthened our management team with 
the recent appointment of Ellen Kulka, a very knowledgeable 
attorney in PLS matters, as the General Counsel of the agency. 
Many of the problems with PLS had to do with inadequate numbers of 
experienced staff, and I have taken steps to address these 
problems. RTC PLS now has the largest number of attorneys in its 
history, and I recently approved the creation of 4 new managerial 
positions to improve oversight of cases and investigations. The 
naming of an Assistant General Counsel for professional liability, 
pursuant to the RTC Completion Act, with responsibility for 
supervising both legal staff and investigative personnel in this 
area, will alro improve coordination between these units. In fact, 
the oversight of the Madison investigation, involving a team of 
experienced PLS attorneys and investigators, working closely with 
outside counsel, is an example of these improvements. 
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EXTENSION or STATUTE OP LIMITATIONS 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Qaagtiani 

Why did the Clinton Administration oppose a retroactive 
extension of the statue of limitations in the RTC Completion 
Act? 

Answeri 

— The Treasury did not oppose the RTC Completion Act's 
extension of the statute of limitations. 

— The Administration's proposed legislation to fund the 
completion of the RTC in March 1993 did not contain a 
provision to extend the statute of limitations. 

— The GAO did a study of the RTC PLS program in response to 
charges that PLS cases were politicized and that there were 
instances of precipitous filings of PLS cases because of 
expiring statute of limitations. The GAO study found no 
evidence of PLS case politicization instances of preemptive 
filings because of expiring statute of limitations. 

— Given the GAO study's conclusion, the need for an 
extension of the statute of limitations was questionable. 

During Congressional consideration of provisions to be 
included in this legislation. Treasury was asked for its views 
on an extension of the statute of limitations. While we did 
not support the provision, we did not express any opposition. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question? 

Did Madison Guaranty natters enter into that decision? 
Answer? 

No. 
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STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS EXTENDER 
Question: 

What is the RTC doing to ensure that claims for which the 
statute of limitations has been extended are being investigated? 

Answer? 

As a result of the extension of the statute of limitations for 
some types of RTC civil claims by the RTC Completion Act, as 
amended by the California Earthquake Relief Act, to December 31, 
1995, the agency is able to take a further look at certain claims. 
For institutions where the original 3 year FIRREA limitations 
period had expired by December 17, 1993, only those claims 

involving fraud or intentional misconduct were affected by the 
extension. For institutions where the original three year period 
had not expired, the extension also applied to claims involving 
gross negligence or conduct evidencing a greater disregard of duty. 

The due diligence procedures on those institutions in which 
claims were revived will be overseen by PLS and Investigations 
supervisors who will work with staff and identify those 
institutions which are the best candidates for more extensive 
review. Planning is also underway to establish joint coordinating 
teams from PLS and Investigations. 



X000162 



270 


X000163 


Z. PRIOR REGULATORY HISTORY 



271 


X0001 64 


WHITEWATER /MAD I SON : 

Question! 

When did Madison Guaranty collapse? 

AngvgJll 

Madison Guaranty Savings was declared insolvent and placed in 
conservatorship on February 28 , 1989. The Federal Home Loan 
Bank appointed the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation ( N FSLIC N ) to serve as Madison's conservator. By 
agreement between the FSLIC and the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation ("FDIC"), the FDIC immediately became the Managing 
Agent for the Madison conservatorship. The FDIC managed the 
conservatorship until ( M FIRREA N ) was signed into lav on August 
9, 1989. The FDIC remained the managing agent for the RTC 
until the Resolution Trust Corporation Refinancing, 
Restructuring, and Improvement Act of 1991 became effective in 
December of 1991. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question; 

Who made the decision to put Madison into conservatorship? 

Anawsci 

The Federal Home Loan Bank Board. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: 

Question! 

Tell us about the federal oversight of Madison before the 
collapse. 

Ansv^n 

Madison was regulated by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, the 
predecessor agency to the Office of Thrift Supervision. Any 
questions about regulation of Madison before its collapse 
should be addressed to OTS. 



274 


X000167 


WHITEWATER/ MAD I SON : 

Quest iOM 

Why was McDougal permitted to loot the institution the way he 
did? 

Answcri 

I have no specific information about the operation of Madison 
in the 1980's. 
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WHIT EWATER/MADI SOM : 

Question : 

Wasn't that a dereliction of oversight? Who was responsible? 

Answers 

The RTC does not and did not regulate financial institutions 
and therefore I an not in a position to respond. 
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XI SPECULATION ON CLINTONS 
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WHITEWATER/ MADISON : 

Question: 

Do you think that the President and/or Mrs. Clinton have 
broken any lavs in this natter? 

Answer; 

In my role as Interim CEO of the RTC, it is inappropriate for 
me to speculate. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question! 

Have they acted in an ethical fashion? 

Angwri 

As the interim CEO of the RTC I just cannot comment on this. 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question: 

What should be done if it is ultimately determined that laws 
were broken? 

Answers 

If the RTC' s investigation determines that an individual has 
committed civil fraud, or intentional wrongdoing which 
resulted in substantial loss to the institution or unjust 
enrichment, then the RTC should do what is appropriate to 
recover from any such individual. As usual, any decision to 
seek a recovery must take into account the strength of the 
RTC* s case and the cost effectiveness of any proposed 
litigation. 



282 


X000175 


WHITEWATER/MADISON : 

Question: 

Has anyone at the RTC spoken to the President's attorney in 
this eatter? Who has had that conversation? 

ftnaygn 

I do not know. 


283 


a 00176 



284 


X0GDI77 


ZZZ OVERSIGHT BOARD 
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WHITEWATER/MADISON: 

Question; 

on 1 Hadison? erS i9ht Board play any rol « at all in 
Answer: 

No. 
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RTC decisions 
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XIII. CRAVATH 
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CRAVATH BILL 
Question; 

Why did the RTC pay such hugh fees, some as high as $600 an hour, 
to the lav firm of Cravath, Swain 6 Moore? 

AnSHgEl 

The legal services agreement with the Cravath firm was negotiated 
and executed on behalf of FDIC and RTC by officials of the FDIC 
Legal Division, prior to the separation of the RTC Legal Division. 
At the time work was performed for the benefit of the RTC in 
connection with this retention, the RTC was contractually bound by 
the terms negotiated with FDIC. Although the fees and expenses in 
connection with this representation, the investigation and 
prosecution of claims arising in numerous RTC and FDIC institutions 
against Drexel Burnham and Michael Milken, were quite high, the 
recoveries from the Milken settlement alone are over $400 million. 
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ReSOiUVON TRUST CORPORATION 

RexHvift, Tht Crisis 
Restoring The Confute** 

March 3, 1994 


XOOO190 


The Honorable Donald W. Riegle, Jr. 

United States Senate 

10S Diricsen Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Riegle: 

As you know, I testified before your Committee last week in connection with the semi- 
annual Oversight hearings on the RTC. I was asked about any contacts which I had with 
representatives of the White House on RTC matters and described a meeting which I had. 

I would like to expand the record as follows. First, to the best of my recollection, no non- 
public information was provided on this case to representatives of the White House during 
that discussion. Second, it is my understanding that RTC staff had already had discussions 
with Senator D’Amato’s staff on statute of limitations issues. Third, the Treasury General 
Counsel, who also attended the meeting, has advised me that before that meeting she at 
down with this Department's designated Ethics Officer. She informed him of the purposes of 
the meeting and asked his view. He advised her that he saw no problem. 


In short, there was no discussion whatsoever on the substance of this case. That's became I 
never have had, nor have, any knowledge of the substance. I have received no documents in 
that regard, nor otherwise received any information on the substance of this matter. 



Roger C Altman 


aor 17m stmt NW Wisfihgton, DC 20434 



306 


ID 


, 05S 3?S cu 


WHITE HOUSE 

CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING WORKSHEET X 0 0 0 1 9 9 


□ O -OUTGOING 
□yM. INTERNAL 
I • INCOMING 

// / « i La 

Nam* ol Correspondent — d duJL 


y 


□ Ml Mail Report 


User Codes: (A) 


(B) 


(C| 


Subjec t: <- — ,yi^ d///rth...^ilfY/c jLtJc ^rtA, .( 


ROUTE TO: 


ACTION 


DISPOSITION 


OHIeOAmncy (SUtt H»nu> 


A/bTi 


J 


it: d£!l 


-ft 

W 


Action 

Code 

Tracking 

Date 

YY/MM/OO 

Type 

of 

Response 

Code 

vompmion 

Dote 

YY/MM/OO 

ORIGINATOR 

fYi'h'?- 


f 

_ r 

?9 to* to 7 

Reform! Note 





& 

94,0} 0 7 



/ 1 

Referral Note: 






/ / 



# r 

Referral Note 






/ r 



/ i 

flsfnnMl Unira- 

niVOiTBI fVOlOs 




• 


/ f 



i i 

Referral Note 






ACTION COOCk 
A ■ Apprcp rts lt Action 

O* 


F- Furnish Fact 


I • Into Copy Only/No Action Nocoaswy 
R • Oiroct Raply w/Copy 
8 • For Slgnatura 

X e-* > — 

• iiiPRii mpif 


A* Anowsrotf 


FOR OUTGOING CORRESPONDENCE: 

» — . - -« » * ■ 

ifpv or nnponiG • mnnn tpv wpw 

Cods - -A* 

Completion Ools ■ Dots of Outgoing 


Comments: 


SCANNED 


Keep this worksheet attached to the original Incoming letter. 

Sand all routing updates to Central Reference (Room 75, OEOB). 

Always return completed correspondence record to Central Files. 

Refer questions about the correspondence tracking system to Central Reference, ext 2500. 



307 




X000200 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING. FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS 



WASHINGTON. DC 2051S-B0S0 


March 1, 1994 


Mr. Barnard Nussbaum 
Counsel to ths President 
The Mhite House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 


Mr. Stephen Potts 
Director 

Office of Government Ethics 
1201 Mew York Avenue, M.W. 
Suite 500 

Washington, D.C. 20005-3917 


Ms. Jean Hanson 
General Counsel 
Room 3000 

Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20220 


Mr. Art Xus inski 
Chief Ethics Officer 
Resolution Trust Corporation 
801- 17th Street, M.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20434 


Dear Messrs . and Madam: 




•CX LAW MtWVOOC 

aoo oum mwnimta 

IHNCiM«NUtll.NAMIM 


. cant. 


(20D1M-4I4T 


On February 3, 1994, Z wrote to the Interim CEO of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation (RTC) , Mr. Roger Altman, asking that he seek 
appropriate counsel as to whether he should recuse himself from 
matters regarding Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan. As I noted in 
my February 3 letter to Mr. Altman: "...it would appear ethically 
questionable for a political appointee of the Department of 
Treasury to make decisions for an independent federal agency when 
the President may be implicated in enforcement and civil actions." 

On February 23 I received a lengthy response to my letter which 
ended with the following sentence: "I trust this letter fully 
addresses your concerns" [see attached letters]. Regrettably, the 
letter did not fully address the concerns expressed in my letter of 
February 3. Moreover, it would appear that the concerns raised in 
my letter were confirmed when Mr. Altman testified last week before 
the Senate Banking Committee that he had entered discussions with 



308 


X000201 

Pag* 2 

March 1, 1994 


the Whit* Hous* on matters affecting th* President's potential 
personal liabilities. 

While it ie dubiously credible to think Mr. Altman would have gone 
to the White House to discuss only the statute of limitations, in 
that a mere memo would have sufficed , it bears noting again the 
irony that it was Mr. Altman who on May 4, 1993, strongly 

recommended by letter to the Chairman of the House Banking 

Committee that the statute of limitations for civil lawsuits 

against S&L wrongdoers not be extended. 

Mr. Altman's meeting with White House staff concerning the BTC's 
actions in the Madison case is an ethical umbrage. Even though Mr. 
Altman has now decided it proper to recuse himself from the Madison 
case, the issue at hand is whether his conduct violated federal 
ethics guidelines or strictures, as promulgated by the RTC. These 
guidelines are listed under 12 CFR S 1605.7 and include the 

following: 

N No employee shall engage in any action, which might result 
in, or create the appearance of ... 

(b) giving preferential treatment to any person;. •• 

(d) losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(e) making an RTC decision outside official channels; 
or, 

(f) adversely affecting the public's confidence in the 
integrity of the RTC." 

Also, 12 CFR S 1605.10 states that an RTC "employee may not, 
directly, or indirectly, use or allow the use of information which 
is obtained as a result of his or her RTC employment but which is 
not available to the general public in order to engage in any 
financial transaction or to further a private interest." 

In addition, another issue appears to be an abuse of the spirit of 
5 U.S.C 3348. In a technical sense, this statute allows the 
President to name a temporary agency head to fill a vacancy until 
a nominee is confirmed by the Senate. In the event a nominee is 
rejected by the Senate or his/her name is withdrawn, 5 U.S.C. 3348 
provides that the vacancy may be filled for not more than 120-days 
by an individual designated by the President. 

In the case of Mr. Altman's appointment as interim CEO of the RTC, 
we have a situation where a political appointee of the Treasury 
Department has served as the head of an independent agency for 
approximately 13 months. To some, this circumstance leaves the 
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impression that Mr, Altman's term of office might have been 
intended to coincide with the running of the statute of limitations 
for civil lawsuits which could affect the White House. 

Now that the statute of limitations has been extended, a skeptic 
might wonder if further legal machinations will occur as a means of 
maintaining Mr. Altman's tenure as interim CEO of the RTC. After 
all, no nominee to head the RTC has been formally presented to the 
Senate since Mr. Tate withdrew his name from consideration on 
November 30, when he complained of gross mismanagement at the RTC. 

It is my judgement that the RTC has had its independence 
compromised and that it is no longer sufficient for Mr. Altman to 
recuse himself from the Madison case. It is all too apparent that 
his shadow looms large at the agency and that his immediate 
resignation from all responsibilities at the RTC would appear to be 
the only ethical option at this time. 

In addition, just as one party should not have requested the 
meeting, the other party should not have accepted it. In this 
regard, I hereby request a review of whether White House officials, 
Bernard Nussbaum, Margaret Williams, and Harold Ickes, violated any 
ethical guidelines. Here I would call your attention to the 
following White House guidelines: 

3 CFR § 100.735-4 General standards of conduct. 

"(c) In all circumstances employees shall conduct 
themselves so as to exemplify the highest standards of 
integrity. An employee shall avoid any action, whether 
or not specifically prohibited by this subpart, which 
might result in, or create the appearance of: 

(1) Using public office for private gain; 

(2) Giving preferential treatment to any person; 

(3) Impeding Government efficiency or economy; 

(4) Losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(5) Making a Government decision outside official 

channels; or 

(6) Affecting adversely the confidence of the 

public in the integrity of the Government." 


3 CFR s 100.735-8 Conflicts of interest. 
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"(a) A conflict of interest nay exist whenever an 
employee has a substantial or private interest in a 
- natter which involves his duties and responsibilities as 
an employee. The maintenance of public confidence in 
Government clearly demands that an employee take no 
action which would constitute the use of his official 
position to advance his personal or private interest. It 
is equally important that each employee avoid becoming 
involved in situations which present the possibility, or 
even the appearance, that his official position might be 
used to his private advantage." 

3 CFR S 100.735-21 General conduct prejudicial to the 
Government. 

"An employee shall not engage in criminal, infamous, 
dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, 
or other conduct prejudicial to the Government." . 


With regard to the second of the above citations, it would appear 
self-apparent that "personal or private interest" would apply to 
issues of individual job security or promotion. In addition, with 
regard to the third, the adjective "dishonest" would presumably 
apply to the issuance of statements of fact that prove untrue. 
Here, I bring to your attention, Mr. Nussbaum's February 10, 1994 
letter to Reps. Lightfoot, Wolf, and Istook. I would also ask that 
the possibility be probed that the meeting might have had the 
effect of being "prejudicial" to the government's case in attempts 
to recover taxpayer losses related to the failure of Madison 
Guaranty. 

I would specifically request that the Office of Government Ethics 
and the Chief Ethics Officer of the White House, which I understand 
to be Mr. Nussbaun or his designee, formally review and provide me 
with a response as to whether the meeting between the three White 
House officials and Mr. Altman violated any guidelines of 
government ethics, regulations, or law. In particular, there is an 
implicit appearance that public officials dealt with the private 
matters of the President. In this regard, I would hereby request 
a list of any individuals who participated or attended at any point 
in the discussions and from each any notes or recordings of the 
meeting or meetings at the White House or elsewhere on this matter. 

Please provide a full response to the issues raised in this letter 
regarding the White House as well as Mr. Altman by Monday, March 
21, 1994. Thank you for your time and consideration of this 
matter* 

Sincerely, 

JameV^. Leach 

Ranking Member 

ccs Mr* Roger Altman 
Interim CEO 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING. FINANCE ANO URBAN AFFAIRS 

ONE HUNOREO THIRO CONGRESS 

2129 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. OC C05 15-6090 

February 3, 1994 


Mr. Roger C. Altman 
Interim CEO 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
801 17th Street, nw 
W ashington, DC 20434 

Dear Mr. Altman: 



, i JL. re< ^, ip = 0< „ you 5 re ‘? r ? ,ary l * 1994 response to the l.tt.r 
initiated by Sanata Rapublican leadership concrnino Madiaon 
Savings and Loan and I an pleased to learn that the RTC "win 
vigorously pursue all appropriate reaedies" viuT 
Madison's failure. It seen, salf -appar.n“ “at fi ordiT’E? t£ 
RTC to pursue vigorously all ranedies it must have all r.lm^n? 
information at its disposal. Accordingly. I urge the RTC to — — rl r 
and review all Whitewater* Development Corporation documents turned 
over by the White House to the Justice Department. * turned 

In its investigation of Madison, the Minority has uncovered links 
between Madison and Whitewater, some of which may have cStrihuSS 

fSilUr !; Not onl * did ^- and sua^ ^g^ 
hold significant ownership interest in both entities (approxSiat.lv 
two thiros in Madison and one half in Whitewater) , but theSthi 
joint owners of Whitewater (3111 and Hillary Clinton) appe^TS 
have benefited directly and indirectly from the applicatlOT of 
Madison resources. [See the attached memo. 3 ppxicatron or 


If the White House chooses to use the Justice Department to shield 
Whitewater documents not =nly from the public and CongreM? but 
from other government agencies, such as the rtc h?!.! 

public law enforcement responsibilities, it is hard*to 
ot thm ”“•* involv - — >^2 


I have high regard for your personal integrity, but as vou know 
from the beginning, it .has been an awJcwaSi situation tThSSS^L 
presidentially appointed and confirmed officer of the Treasury 
Department also head an independent federal agency, the ResolutiS 
Trust Corporation (RTC) . When this prospect was first LaoesUd S? 
the beginning of the Clinton Administration, *t did " ^ at 



312 


X 0 0 f) 2 0 5 


Mr. Roger C. Altman 
Page 2 

February 3, 1994 


not strike the Minority as overly unreasonable for a month or two 
given the fact that no RTC head had been selected. 

However, it has been over a year since the Administration has been 
in office and it can only be described as structurally unseemly for 
a political appointee of an Executive branch department to make 
what are in effect, law enforcement decisions for an independent 
federal agency as they may touch upon the President. 

Accordingly, I would urge that you request from the Department of 
Treasury's General Counsel and Ethics Office advice as to whether 
you, as interim CEO of the RTC, are obligated to recuse yourself , 
from any decisions concerning the resolution of Madison Guaranty. 
Just as the special counsel law was designed to relieve the 
Attorney General from an ethical dilemma of being both chief law 
enforcement officer for the nation and chief legal advisor to the 
President in circumstances when the President or a high level 
Administration officer is the suoiect of investigation, so it would 
appear ethically questionable for a political appointee of the 
Department of Treasury to make decisions for an independent federal 
agency when the President may be implicated in enforcement and 
civil actions. 

In this regard, it should be clear that the issue is not whether a 
ores ident ially appointed official can oversee an investigation 
involving the President. Rather the issue is that officials with 
this responsibility should be confirmed for the job with that 
particular accountability. As you will recall it was a political 
appointee confirmed by the Senate that issued a cease and desist 
order for engaging in conflicts of interest against the son of a 
former President. 

As you know, despite your strong letter to the Chairman of the 
House Banking Committee recommending against extension. Congress 
last year extended the stature of limitations for civil lawsuits 
brought against SftL wrongdoers. As you pointed out in your most 
recent letter, this extension ‘'has afforded the RTC an opportunity 
Z Q investigate further any civil claims which may be asserted 
against individuals or entities associated with Madison Guaranty 
«or fraud, intentional misconduct resulting in unjust enrichment, 
or intentional misconduct resulting in substantial loss to the 
institution." Given, however, the impending running of the statute 
of limitations for certain kinds of actions, time is clearly of the 
essence for the RTC to sake judgments about civil accountability in 
the failure of Madison. 

finally, I would like to reiterate my request, pursuant to Rules X 
and XI of the House Rules for all documents related to Madison 
Guaranty Savings and Loan, Little Rock, Arkansas. As you know. 
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Mr. Roger C. Altman 
Page 3 

February 3, 1994 


on December 9 , 1993, I wrote the RTC requesting access to all 
documents related to Madison Guaranty and its subsidiaries. 

House and Committee Rules, House practices, and -judicial precedent 
support the proposition that the Ranking Minority Member "is the 
functional counterpart to the Chairman for Committee action. This 
being the case, a request for documents made by the Ranking 
Minority Member has parallel standing with a request made by the 
Chairman of the Committee. The Ranking Minority Member clearly has 
a voice in the process and is entitled to information that will 
enable the Ranking Minority Member to carry out his 
constitutionally mandated oversight responsibilities. 

Therefore, the courtesy of a definitive reply to this document 
request is requested by 12 noon, Monday, February 7, 1994. On this 
matter, it is urged that you also consult with the Ethics Office as 
to the relevance of the previously discussed recusal issue. 

Again, let me stress that to the degree a conflict situation may 
exist in this matter in no way reflects on your personal integrity. 
It is simply an awkward circumstance in contrast to a personal 
embarrassment . 


Sincerely, 



JAL:gp 

Enclosure 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


March 3, i994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE WHITE HOUSE STAFF 

froh: as.-srsitt 

SUBJECT: Contacts regarding Madison Guaranty, Whitewater and 

related matters 


This memorandum reiterates White House policy on contacts with 
agencies, previously set forth by the Counsel's Office, and 
outlines specific guidance for issues related to Madison 
Guaranty, Whitewater Development Corporation and related matters. 

Any contact from an Executive Branch or independent agency 
regarding Madison Guaranty, Whitewater or related matters should 
be directed promptly to the Deputy Counsel, who is charged with 
reviewing such contacts and determining whether they should be 
directed to the President's or First Lady's personal attorney or 
addressed by the White House. In addition, no contact by the 
White House with Executive Branch or independent agencies 
regarding these matters should be made without prior 
authorization from the Deputy Counsel. 
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March 2, 1994 


The Honorable Donald W. Riegle, Jr. 

United States Senate 

105 Dirksca Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Riegle: 

I testified before your Committee last Thursday in connection with the semi-annual Oversight 
hearings on the RTC. There was a discussion, as you remember, of a meeting which I had 
with representatives of the White House. As I indicated, no non-pubUc information was 
provided at that meeting on any aspect of the Madison Guaranty matter. 

When Senator Bond asked me at that hearing whether any other communications had taken 
place between the RTC and the White House, my response was "not to my knowledge". I 
still have no knowledge that any such discussions occurred. 

But, I have learned today of two conversations which did take place between Treasury staff 
and White House personnel on this matter. My information is that both related to the 
handling of press inquiries. 

I would appreciate the opportunity to amend the record accordingly. 


Simprely, 
Roger C. Altman 


801 17rn Street NW Washington, DC 20434 



316 


X000209 



RPO 


RiSOLUTtON MUST CORPORAHON 

Ruoiriftl TU CH|t( 

Rcslorluf Hie ConfMcac* 

March 3. 1994 


The Honorable Donald W. Riegle, Jr. 

United States Senate 

105 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C 20510 

Dear Senator Riegle: 

At you know, I testified before your Committee last week in connection with the semi* 
annual Oversight hearings on the RTC. I was adocd about any contacts which 1 had with 
representatives of the White House on RTC matters and described a meeting which I had. 

I would like to expand the record as follows. First, to the best of my recollection, no non- 
public Information was provided on this ease to representatives of die White House during 
that discussion. Second, It Is my understanding that BTC staff had already had discussions 
with Senator D* Amato’s staff on statute of limitations Issues. Third, the Treasury General 
Counsel, who also attended die meeting, has advised me that before that meeting she sat 
down with this Department's designated Ethics Officer. She informed him of the purposes of 
the meeting and asked his view. He advised her that he saw no problem. 

In short, there was no discussion whatsoever oa the substance of this case. That’s because I 
never have had, nor have, any knowledge of the substance. I have received no documents in 
that regard, nor otherwise received any information on the substance of this matter. 



Roger C. Allman 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


March 7, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILES 


FROM: David Gergen 




Subj: Contacts with RTC/FDIC 


To the best of my memory, I have not had any conversations - 
- direct or indirect — with officials representing RTC about the 
content of subjects under investigation. My files also do not 
show any phone calls or contain papers which suggest contacts. 

For purposes of the record, I wish to take note of the 
following: 

— Last Monday, February 28, I placed a call to Roger Altman 
to congratulate him on recusing himself with regard to Madison 
Guaranty. I thought he had voluntarily taken the proper step and 
I wanted to be sure he knew of my support. 

— This past Saturday morning, March 5, Roger Altman called 
me to discuss a public letter he had sent to Senator Riegle 
explaining aspects of his earlier meeting with White House 
officials, including the fact that his office had obtained prior 
clearance from the Office of Ethics at Treasury. He wished to 
ensure that White House officials and members of the press were 
more fully apprised of the letter, and I assured him we would 
make an effort to make sure people knew of its contents. At the 
end of the conversation, I raised the subject of his coming 
testimony to Congress and I emphasized how strongly the President 
wished that in all such matters, his people be forthcoming and 
honest. 

— This past Sunday evening, March 6, my wife and I had 
dinner at Mr. Altman's home. It was largely a social occasion. 

He and I did talk about the controversies that were in the press 
re: Whitewater but we did not talk about anything which might 
have been untoward (e.g., we specifically avoided discussion of 
his forthcoming testimony at the request of Special Counsel 
Fiske) • (I have previously attended one other dinner at Roger 
Altman's home but I believe the subject of the RTC never came up, 
nor can I recall any other conversations with Mr. Altman about 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

it.) 


— On another front: about three Sundays ago (I may be off 
by a week or so), I received a call at home from Ricki Tigert, a 
friend, who wanted to discuss her pending appointment to the 
chairmanship of the FDIC and the question of whether she should 
recuse herself from matters relating to Whitewater. She 
expressed a preference for recusal, and I encouraged her to seek 
such recusal. She asked if I would discuss her interest in a 
recusal with others at the White House, and I promised her that I 
would. Thereafter, I spoke with Joel Klein, who also supported a 
recusal. Joel notified me that Monday (possibly Tuesday) that 
Ricki would indeed be recusing herself. 

My memory is a little hazy, but I believe these 
conversations represent my contacts with regulators in the 
Madison matter. 


2 
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1993 


On July 20, Vince Foster conuaits suicide. On July 22, the 
office of Vince Foster is searched by Bernard Nussbaum, the Park 
Police, and the F.B.I. Materials are placed by Nussbaum into 
three piles, official White house files, personal Foster files, 
and Clinton personal files. The Clinton files are turned over 
to David Kendell, the Clinton's personal lawyer. 


On December 24, 1993 a subpoena is issued pursuant to 
negotiations between David Kendell and the Justice department. 
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March IT 1994 


PRESS BRIEFING 
BY DEE DEE MYERS 


1:48 P.M. EST 


The Briefing Roos 


MS. MYERS: A couple of brief announcements here. First 

of all, tomorrow, we've added an event. It is President Clinton will 
take part in a conference call with citizens in eight cities across 
the country to discuss the impact of the Clinton health care plan on 
long-term care benefits. That will be from the Oval Office with 
primary care-givers for a member of their families who need home care 
services. They will be hooking up with people from eight different 
communities, including Langhorne, Pennsylvania; Omaha, Nebraska; 
Jonesboro, Aricaniai; Fresno, California; Blacksburg, Virginia; Ozone 
Park, New York; Wheaton, Kansas; and Houston, Texas for those of you 
with — 

Q What time is it? « 

MS. MYERS: That's 10:30 a.m. tomorrow, from the Oval 

Office. 

Q How long is it? 

Q What's the coverage on it? 

MS. MYERS: It will be pooled. And how long? It will 

probably take 20 minutes, half an hour, something like that. 

Q What else is he doing tomorrow? 

MS. MYERS: That's the only major public event. Let me 

— I can go through the schedule for the rest of the week if you guys 
want. 

Today at 2:30 p~m., as you know, we have the Dallas 
Cowboys. Then tomorrow, again, at 10:30 a.m. the conference call on 
long-term care. He'll tape an interview with CBS This Morning, which 
will air during their usual slot on Thursday morning — and that will 
be health care related. 

Q What time is that? 

MS. MYERS: That tapes around 4:30 p.m. in the 

afternoon. But, again, it will air on Thursday morning between 7:00 
a.m and 9:00 a.m. 
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Thursday ha has lunch with tha vies Prasidsnt, no public 
avants . And on Friday, ha has President Kravchuk in. It's a usual 
working schedule. President Kravchuk will cose in sonatina around 
11:15 a.n. They'll have a series of nestings, lunch, followed by 
press statements. Saturday, ha'll give the radio address live; and 
that's the only event currently on the schedule for the weekend. 

Q Why does Kravchuk get this kind of treatment and 
Major didn't, in terms of a press — full-scale press conference? 

MS. MYERS: Me 11, Prime Minister Major's been here 

before, as you know. The President met with him several times at 
multinational forums; they've spoken on the phone a number of times. 

And I think President Clinton wanted a less formal opportunity to 
talk with Prime Minister Major to discuss a number of issues; to 
simply get to know one another better. They had a very successful 
visit, which concluded, as you know, with breakfast this morning in 
the solarium. They had, I think, a very good exchange and it was a 
very productive meeting. 

Q Why does any of that preclude a press conference? 

MS. MYERS: Well, I think they then went downstairs and 

took a number of questions. Each gave a statement and took 
questions, consistent with past practices; but I think we chose to do 
it in a slightly different form. 

Q So you're saying they had a press conference, but 
it was more informal than most, is that what you're saying? 

MS. MYERS: I think the whole meeting was somewhat more 

informal than the usual working business, which I think is something 
that President Clinton thinks is useful. 

Q Well, they were talking on very important subjects 
and three-quarters of the reporters couldn't hear it. 

MS. MYERS: I think clearly there was a logistics 

problem — unintentional — something that we'll resolve in the 
future. I think there was somewhat — and it's our fault and I 
apologize for that. It was not intentional. I think it was an 
effort on our part to make sure that the Prime Minister and the 
President had an opportunity to answer your questions and to make a 
brief statement about the substantive discussions that they had this 
morn^ig. 

/ Q Dee Dee, I'd like to ask you some questions about 

the Roger Altman briefing that occurred here several weeks ago. 

Number one. Treasury officials have been quoted as saying that they 
regret — or Mr. Altman regrets coming over here. Does the Mhite 
House regret having him come over here? 

MS. MYERS: I think Mr. Altman made a statement about 

that. What we've said is that the meeting — nothing was 
inappropriate, nothing inappropriate took place. I think some 
members of Congress and others have tried to make political hay out 
of this, which is unfortunate. But, as you know, the entire issue is 
being investigated by the special counsel, and we just have no 
further comment. 
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Q You don't regret his having cose over here — the 
White House doesn't? 

MS. MYERS* Z think there was nothing inappropriate 
about it. But, again, the whole issue is being investigated by the 
special counsel and we're not going to discuss it. 

Q Would you explain why it was appropriate for his 
not to do it again, to say — to recuse himself? 

MS. MYERS: I think Mr. Altaian Bade a statement about 

that — recused himself, and X'll let his word stand. 

Q Was that appropriate? 

MS. MYERS: I think, again, Roger made a statement about 

.that, and I'll let his word stand. 

ft Q Whv is Berp<« fftiMfamm handling this business « 

rather than Mr. Kendall, the private attorney? Why is it being done 
on tax-do liar basis? Why is he the lawyer? ~~ 

MS. MYERS: Well, Z think that, again, the briefing was 

simply informational. Zt was information that was available to 
members of Congress and others. Mr. Altman has addressed that, and Z 
have no further comment on it. 

Q But X'm asking you about Mr. Nussbaum, not about 
Mr. Altman's role. 

MS. MYERS: Again, Z think we — there was nothing 

inappropriate about that briefing, he was simply passing on 
information. We continue — Z have nothing to add to that. There 
was nothing inappropriate about it. 

Q But Mr. Nussbaum doesn't defend, or isn't the 
lawyer on this case. Mr. Kendall is. 

MS. MYERS: X think, again, they were simply passing on 

information about issues that Z think are relevant and important. 

But beyond that, we have no comment on it. 

Q What would Harold Zckes or Maggie Williams do with 
that information? What would their role be that they would use that 
information? 


MS. MYERS: Z'm not going to comment any further on the 

substance of the meeting, other than to say this whole thing is being 
investigated, we're cooperating fully, and we have nothing more to 
say about it. Z would add one point — we're not going to jump every 
time somebody tries to make a political issue out of Whitewater. 

We're cooperating fully with the investigation, and we have nothing 
more to say about it. 

Q Why is this a political issue? 

MS. MYERS: Z think there are a number of people who are 

trying to make it a political issue, who try to raise it. And Z 
think we're not going to react every time they do. 

Q Just to get back to Mark's original question, . 
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though, is the Whits House saying that this was appropriate, or is 
the White House not? And do you share the belief that Nr* Altman 
said that it shouldn't have happened? 

NS* MYERS: I think our view is that nothing 

inappropriate happened at the meeting* As Nr* Altman — 

Q But could this happen again — 

NS* MYERS: — Nr. Altman made a statement in recusing 

himself* I think he made it clear that he was taking steps to avoid 
even the appearance of impropriety. That is appropriate, and I have 
nothing more to say about it. 

Q Nothing inappropriate happened at the meeting, but 
was the meeting itself appropriate? 

NS. MYERS: I'm not going to comment on that* I have 

nothing more to add. 

Q Are you going to answer the question, is Bernard 
Nussbaum handling the Whitewater issues for the President? 

NS. MYERS: As you know, a number of — this involves a 

number of issues across the board. It's being investigated by a 
special counsel. It is something that, as the Commander in Chief, 
the President is obviously forced to deal with* So occasionally, 
it's something that obviously has relevance here* I'm not going to 
get into the specifics. It's being investigated; we are cooperating 
fully with that investigation* 

# 

Q Well, I'm not looking for specifics* I'm just 
looking for a yes or no — is he handling Whitewater issues for the 
President? 


MS. MYERS: And I just answered that* 

Q I didn't hear a yes or no* 

NS. MYERS: I'm not — I said that this is something 

that obviously involves the President and, therefore, there are 
issues that you can't separate it completely from — he's the 
President* 


Q Also, since the Treasury Secretary has recused 
himself, why shouldn't Nussbaum? Since most of these issues deal 
with things that happened while the President was governor, why 
shouldn't he recuse himself, because he's essentially the President's 
lawyer here for things that happen now? 

NS. MYERS: He's the President's lawyer, period* He 

deals with issues that affect — I'm sorry, not the only lawyer — 
but he works for the President and these are all — you can't 
separate issues that deal with the President now and before. I think 
it's — you can't make that distinction and we're not going to. try* 
But 1 think Mr. Nussbaum handles his responsibilities in accordance 
as the White House Counsel, and he'll continue to do that* 

Q Dee Dee, is there any indication that the Ames case 
mav have compromised some CIA agents? We understood that there were 
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10 Soviet agents that may have been compromised. Did it involve 
compromising — " 


MS. 


Q 

and the Muslims? 


MYERS: I have no information for you on that. 

Do you expect an agreement today between the Croats 


/ 


/ 


/ 
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WHITE HOUSE POLITICS 



/ ,/h? £ 1 

PRESIDENT, AS THE 
WHITEWATER CONTROVERSY 
GROWS, IF& NOT SURPRISING 
THAT THE POLITICAL CHARGES 
ARE HEATING UP AS WELL 
LAST WEEK, PRESIDENT 
CLINTON HIMSELF MADE THE 
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CAMPAIGN WAS OVER, x 000225 
SUGGESTING ON NATIONAL 1-* 
TELEVISION THAT REPUBLICANS 
ARE SOMEHOW GINNING UP 
WHITEWATER FOR OUR OWN 
POLITICAL ADVANTAGE. 

MR. PRESIDENT, 
NOTWITHSTANDING THESE 
CHARGES, WHICH I REJECT, ItSP 
THE DEMOCRAT CONGRESS 

3 
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THAT CONTINUES TO BLOCK , 
WHITEWATER HEARINGS. IT 
WAS THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE WHO PLAYED 
“POLITICAL TOUGH GUY" WHEN 
HE TRIED TO INTIMIDATE 
SENATOR O’AMATO WITH A 
THREATENING LETTER NOTABLE 
ONLY FOR ITS CLUMSINESS. IT 

4 
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WASI^ir AN R.N.C. NEWSLETTER 

THAT RAN EDITORIALS WITH 

/ 

TITLES LIKE "SLOVENLY WHITE 
HOUSE ETHICS/ "WHITE HOUSE 
ETHICS MELTDOWN," AND "MR. 
NUSSBAUM GOES-NOT THE 
MESS." THAT^THE NEW YORK 
TIMES AND THE WASHINGTON 
POST. 

AND, MR. PRESIDENT, THE 
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BIGGEST POLITICAL PLAYERS IN 
TOWN ARE APPARENTLY IN THE 
WHITE HOUSE ITSELF: IN 
TRAVELGATE, AND NOW IN 
WHITEWATER, WHITE HOUSE 
STAFF HAVE PLAYED WITH FIRE, 
SHOWING A BRAZEN 
WILLINGNESS TO MIX POLITICS 
WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT. 

THE BOTTOM LINE IS: 


6 
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WHITEWATER IS A CASf STUDY 
IN SELF- 

IMMOLATION-OMISSIONS, 
MISSTATEMENTS OF FACT, 
"NEGOTIATED" SUBPOENAS, 
BEHIND-THE-SCENES 
MEETINGS...HAVE ALL CREATED 
THE IMPRESSION THAT THEREAT 
SOMETHING TO HIDE, THAT 
THEReV SOMETHING UNSEEMLY 


7 
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LURKING IN THE WHITEWATER 
BOG. 

I MAY BE WRONG...AND I 
HOPE I AM WRONG. 

MR. PRESIDENT, LAST 
WEEK, 43 SENATE REPUBLICANS 
SENT A LETTER TO THE 
DISTINGUISHED MAJORITY 
LEADER STATING THAT WE WILL 
HOLD UP THE NOMINATION OF 


8 
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RICKI TIGERT, PRESIDENT 
CLINTON’S NOMINEE TO HEAD 
THE F.D.I.C., UNLESS THE 
SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE 
HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO 
THOROUGHLY EXAMINE THE 
RECENTLY-REVEALED WHITE 
HOUSE-RTC-TREASURY 
MEETINGS. IT^UIY HOPE THAT 
THE DEMOCRAT LEADERSHIP IN 


9 
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CONGRESS WILL WORK WITH 
REPUBLICANS TO SCHEDULE 
THESE HEARINGS SO THAT THE 
AMERICAN PEOPLE CAN GET A 
FULL ACCOUNTING OF THE 
WHITEWATER MESS. 

AGAIN: IF THERE TTBEEN 
NO WRONGDOING, THERE 
SHOULD BE NOTHING TO HIDE. 
AS I POINTED OUT LAST 
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WEEK, THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RESEARCH SERVICE HAS 
PREPARED A MEMORANDUM 
LISTING MORE THAN 20 
CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS 
AND INVESTIGATIONS INTO 
ALLEGED EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
WRONGDOING DURING THE 
REAGAN AND BUSH 
ADMINISTRATIONS. THE 
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DEMOCRAT-CONTROLLED 
CONGRESS HAS NEVER BEEN 
SHY ABOUT EXERCISING ITS 
OVERSIGHT 

RESPONSIBILITIES^AND 
THERETO REASON TO MAKE 
AN EXCEPTION FOR 
WHITEWATER. 

IF CONGRESS FAILS TO 
EXERCISE ITS OVERSIGHT 
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RESPONSIBILITIES, IF WE DOnJ^ 
HOLD HEARINGS, THEN WE 
EXPOSE OURSELVES TO THE 
CHARGE OF BEING WILLING 
ACCOMPLICES TO WHATEVER 
WRONGDOING MAY HAVE 
OCCURRED. 

MR. PRESIDENT, I ASK 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT 

13 
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EDITORIALS FROM YESTERDAY’S 
NEW YORK TIMES AND 
WASHINGTON POST BE 
REPRINTED IN THE RECORD^ 
IMMEBIATEtY'AFTER-MY 
■REMARKS? I ALSO ASK 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT THE 
MEMORANDUM FROM THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE BE REPRINTED IN THE 


14 


344 


X000237 

RECORD AS WELL 

### 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. Prssidunt, I know thero Is talk about, 

"Wall, w* can t do this bacauaa o £ Iran-Contra," but tharo wara 
a lot of spaachea made on this floor In 1991, ona by now Vlca 
Prasidant, than Sanator, Al Cora, who said, with rofaranca to 
the 1980 October Surprise* 


"The evidence which has thus far trickled Into the public 
domain Is still fragmentary. Much of It Is circumstantial , but 
It Is compelling. If the allegations are not true, the country 
needs to know they are not true. If they are true, the country 
needs to know that as well . ... 

"I believe the air needs to be cleared.*. So, I am today 
calling for a formal Investigation of these charges and 
allegations without prejudging what that investigation might 
find, but believing deeply that it needs to take place In order 
to establish the truth or falsehood of the allegations that have 
been made." 
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That wu all about a bunch of ruaors and soea guy named 
Gary Slick who eame down hara and convinced Democrats that wa 
ought to hava a hearing on whether or not President Reagan was 
engaged in some kind of conspiracy back in 1910 with rafaranea 
to hostages. 

j Ve had hearings on that. Nobody said, “Oh, wa can't do 

that because of Iran Contra," or whatever, because of what Nr. 
risks or Mr. Welsh may have said. 

So, wa can all be quoted. X notice that the Democrat 
National Comnlttee said in 1973, Z believe, that I wanted to 
stop the Watergate hearing. Well, X dug out that speech. Ve 
were net trying to stop the hearings. Xn fact, X think we were 
suggesting that they were probably a good thing to have, ve 


were just trying to stop the live coverage so we could do other 
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trying to keep out the press. We Just thought live coverage day 
after day after day was not necessary. 

» 

So we think a case will be made, and I hope that we could 


have some response soon. 

Z reserve the remainder of my time. 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTII ON BANKING, flNANCt AKO URBAN AffAfM 
ONI HUNDMD TH«0 CONftfttBS 
>1>| RAYBURN HOUfl OmCC feUlOMO 
WABNINOTON. OC ZOBIt-BOBO 

Kirch 1, 1994 


Mr. Bernard Kussbeum 
Counsel to the Preeident 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 
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Nr. Stephen Potts 
Dlreotor 

Of floe of Government Rthice 
1201 Hew York Avenue, N.K. 
Suite S00 

Washington, D.C. 20005-3917 


Ns. Jeen Hinson 
Gsnsnl counsel 
Woos 3000 

Deportment of the Treieury 
Washington, D.C. 20220 

NT. Art Xuslnskl 
Chief Xthlos Officer 
Resolution Trust Corporation 
SOI- 17th Street, W.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20434 

Dear Messrs, and Madam* 


On February 3, 1994, Z wrote to the Interim CKO of the Resolution 
Trust corporation (RTC), Nr. Roger Altman, asking that ns seek 
appropriate counsel as to whether he should recuse himself from 
matters regarding Kadlson Guaranty Savings and Loan. As Z noted in 
my February 3 letter to Mr. Altman: "...it would appear ethically 
questionable for a political appointee of the Department of 
Treasury to make decisions for an independent federal agency when 
the President may be Implicated In enforcement and olvll actions." 

On February 23 I received a lengthy response to ay letter which 
ended with the following sentence: "I trust this letter fully 
addresses your concerns 11 [see attached letters] . Regrettably, the 
letter did not fully address the concerns expressed In ay letter of 
February 3. Moreover, it would appear that the conoerns raised in 
my letter were confirmed when Nr. Altman testified last week before 
the Senate Ranking Committee that he had entered discussions with 
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the White Hou se on matters effecting tho President's potontial 

personal liabilitiao. 

Whilo it is dubiously crodiblo to think Mr. Altman vould h&vo gona 
to tho whito Housa to discuas only tho atatuto of limitations, in 
that a aero mono vould havo sufficed, it boars noting again tho 
irony that it was Mr. Altman who on May 4, 1993, etronoly 

recommended by letter to tho Chairman of tho House Banking 

Committee that the statute of limitations for civil lawsuits 

against S4L wrongdoer e not be extended. 

Mr. Altman's meeting with White House staff oonceming tho RTC'e 
actions in tho Madison case is an ethical umbrage. Sven though Mr. 
Altman has now decided it proper to recuse himself from tho Madison 
case, the issue at hand is whether his oonduot violated federal 
ethics guidelines or strictures, as promulgated by the RTC. These 
guidelines are listed under 12 CFR $ 1609.7 and Include the 

following: 

"Ho employee shall engage in any action, which might result 
in, or crests the appearance of ... 

(b) giving preferential treatment to any person;.#. 

(d) losing complete Independence or impartiality; 

(e) making an RTC decision outside official channels; 

or, 

(f) adversely affecting the public's confidence In the 
integrity of the RTC." 

Also, 12 cfr f 1609.10 statss that an RTC "Employee may not, 
directly, or indirectly, use or allow the use of information vhiah 
is obtained ae a result of his or her RTC employment but which is 
not available to the general public In ordar to angaga in any 
finanolal transaction or to further a private interest." 

Zn addition, another issue appears to be an abuse Of tha spirit of 
S U.8.C 3348. In a technical eansa, this etetute allows the 
president to name a temporary agency head to fill a vacancy until 
a nominee le confirmed by the Senate. Zn the event e nominee is 
rejected by the Senate or his/her name ie withdrawn, 5 U.6.C. 3348 
provides that ths vacancy may ba filled for not more than 120*days 
by an individual designated by the President. 

Zn the case of Mr. Altman's appointment ae interim CEO or the RTC, 
ve have a situation where a political appointee of tha Traasury 
Department has sarvad aa tha head of an lndopandant agency for 
approximately 13 months. To some, this circumstance leaves the 
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impression that Hr. Altman's term of off loo Bight havo boon 
lntondod to oolnoldo with tho running of tho statute of limitations 
for civil lavouita which could affoct tho White Bouoo. 

Now that tho otatuto of limitations has boon extended, a sXaptio 
eight wonder if further legal machinations will occur as a moans of 
maintaining Hr. Altman's tenure as interim C80 of the RTC. After 
all, no nominee to head the RTC has boon formally presented to the 
senate since nr. Tate withdrew his name from consideration on 
November 30, when he complained of gross mismanagement at the PTC* 

Zt is my judgement that the RTC has had its independence 
compromised and that it is no longer sufficient for Nr. Altman to 
recuse himself from the Madison case. It is all too apparent that 
his shadow looms large at the agency and that his immediate 
resignation from all responsibilities at the RTC would appear to be 
the only ethical option at this time. 

Zn addition, just as one party should not have reguested the 
meeting, the other party should not have accepted it. in this 
regard, Z hereby reguest a review of whether White Bouse officials, 
Bernard Nussbaum, Margaret Williams, and Harold Iekee, violated any 
ethical guidelines. Here I would call your attention to the 
following White House guidelines i 

3 CFR f 100.739*4 Gansral standards of conduct. 

"(c) in all circumstances employsas shall conduct 
themselves so as to exemplify the highest standards of 
integrity. An employee shall avoid any action, whether 
or not specifically prohibited by this subpart, which 
might result ln f or oreate the appearanoe oft 

(1) using public office for privets gain; 

(2) Giving preferential treatment to any person; 

(3) Impeding Government efficiency or economy; 

(4) Losing complete Independence or impart iellty; 

(5) Making a Government decision outside official 

channels; or 

(S) Affecting adversely the confidence of the 

public in the integrity of the Government.* 


3 CFR $ 100.735-S Conflicts of interest. 
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Karen l, lm 

"(e) A oonfliot of interest may exist vhonevor an 
amployaa has a substantial or privata intaraat in a 
mattar which involvas his dutias and responsibilities as 
an amployaa. Tha maintananca of publlo oonfidanoa in 
Govarnmant olaarly damands that an amployaa taka no 
action which would constitute tha usa of him official 
position to advanoa his personal or privata interest. It 
la squally important that aach amployaa avoid beooming 
involved in situations which present tha possibility, or 
even tha appearance, that his official position might be 
used to his privata advantage." 

3 CXR I 100. 735-21 General conduct prejudicial to tha 
Government. 

"An employee shall not engage in criminal, infamous, 
dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, 
or other oonduot pre judicial to the Government." 

With regard to the second of the above citations, it would appear 
self-apparent that "personal or private interest" would apply to 
issues of individual job security or promotion. In addition, with 
regard to the third, the adjective "dishonest" would presumably 
apply to the issuance of statements of fact that prove untrue. 
Here, I bring to your attention, Kr. Nussbaum's February 10, 1994 
letter to Reps. Lightfoot, Wolf, and Xstook. I would also ask that 
the possibility be probed that tha matting might have had the 
effect of being "prejudicial" to the government's cess in attempts 
to recover taxpayer loeeee related to the failure of Kedieon 
Guaranty. 

Z would specifically requaet that tha Offica of Government Ethics 
and the Chief Ethics Offlcsr of ths Whits Houss, which I understand 
to be Hr. Nussbaum or his designee, formally raviaw and provide me 
with a response as to whether the meeting between the three Whits 
houss officials and Nr. Altnan vlolatsd any guldsllnss of 

T ovar nment ethics, regulations, or law. In particular, thars la an 
mpllcit appearance that public officials dealt with the private 
matters Of ths Prssldsnt. In this regard, I would hereby request 
e list of any individuals who partioipeted or attended at any point 
in the discussions and from aach any notaa or recordings of ths 
masting or meetings at the White House or elsewhere on this matter. 

Please provide a full response to tha issues raised in this lsttsr 
regarding the White House ee well as Hr. Altman by Monday, March 
31, 1994. Thank you for your tlma and consideration of this 
mattar. 

Sinoeraly, 

JameVju Leach 
Ranking Member 

oo s Mr. Roger Altman 
intar lm cso 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
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Talking Points 

January 27, 1994 


Whitewater: Ten Questions 


The January 20 appointment of Special Counsel Robert Fiske begins a process that 
hopefully will resolve serious questions of possible wrongdoing by the President of the United 
States and his spouse both before his election and during his Administration. At question is 
the Clintons' involvement in a real estate investment, known as Whitewater, and a failed 
savings and loan, Madison Guaranty. 

Numerous reports concerning Whitewater have been published in reputable newspapers 
around the country. This paper raises ten questions that lend support to Senate Republican 
calls for a full investigation of the matter, and by summarizing reported events to date, 
attempts to distill the allegations. Attached for reference is a House Republican Policy 
Committee document of "players" in the Whitewater and Madison Guaranty matters. 

The questions are: 

1. Were then-Arkansas Attorney General bill Clinton and his wife, Hillary Rodham 
Clinton, provided a "gift 11 by being made equal partners in the Whitewater 
Development Corporation, despite investing 'little money"? 

It is not clear how much cash— if any— that then-Attomey General Bill Clinton and 
his spouse actually invested in their share of a joint purchase with James and Susan 
McDougal on August 2, 1978. of 230 acres for $203,000 to eventually establish 
Whitewater, a vacation-home development project 

2. DJd then-Governor Clinton’s 1984 campaign receive money wrongly diverted by 
James McDougal. Clinton's business partner, and owner of Madison Guaranty, a 
federally insured savings and loan, from Madison to pay off a $50,000 personal loan 
with another bank to the Governor? Additionally, did McDougal in 1985 write checks 
from Whitewater’s account to pay off Bill Clinton's personal loans? 

"At least one person listed as having donated money at the 1985 [fundraising] event 
has denied he contributed to Clinton" ( Arkansas Democrat Gazette . 1/15/94), Bill 
Clinton reportedly asked McDougal "to take care of the debt still left over from 1984. 
*He asked me to knock out the deficit.’ " McDougal said (New York Times , 12/15/93). 
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7. Did U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District of Arkansas, Paula Casey, in 1993 
violate Department of Justice rules regarding conflict-of-interest by initially deciding 
to concur with Justice Department recommendations not to pursue a criminal referral 
from the Resolution Trust Corporation, which specifically mentioned Bill and Hillary 
Clinton? 

Casey has a long history of involvement with Clinton, including volunteering in his 
gubernatorial bids. Two weeks after her concurrence, after the matter became public, 
she then recused herself. (Washington Post, 11/11/93) 

8. Have laws or rules been violated by White House officials in the handling of 
Whitewater files that were in the office of White House Deputy Counsel Vincent 
Foster following his apparent suicide on July 30, 1993, but were not turned over to the 
Justice Department until January 18, 1994, nearly six months later? And, where are 
the Whitewater files which James McDougal claimed he personally delivered to 
the Arkansas Governor’s Mansion in 1987 at the request of Hillary Clinton that 
now apparently cannot be found? 

9. How much did the Clintons actually lose or gain in Whitewater Development? 

An ’’audit" prepared for the 1992 Clinton campaign by Denver attorney, and Clinton 
friend, James Lyons, claimed the Clintons lost $68,900 from their Whitewater 
investment. However, a recent Time magazine article, and published comments by 
James McDougal, suggest the loss was much less. Also, the Clintons claimed a 
$1,000 capital gain from their sale of Whitewater in their 1992 tax return, and never 
reported a loss in previous returns. (Washington Post , 4/16/93) 

10. Why did the Clintons’ and McDougals’ corporation, Whitewater Development, 
fail to file tax returns for three years? 

During the early months of the Clinton Administration, Vince Foster oversaw the 
preparation of three years worth of delinquent tax returns, which were filed in June 
1993, a fact not made known to the media or the public until after Vince Foster’s 
death. 

The President and his spokespersons vehemently and repeatedly deny any wrongdoing, 
and incorrectly claim that no one has alleged any wrongdoing on their part. 


Congress Acts: A House Chairman Goes First 

• The first call by a Member of Congress for an investigation into possible wrongdoing 
relating to Madison Guaranty, Whitewater Development, and their owners, was by 
Rep. John LaFalce (D-NY), chairman of the House Small Business Committee, on 
November 5, 1993, with support from ranking member Rep. Jan Meyers (R-KS). Rep. 
LaFalce asked the Small Business Administration (SBA) for a report "on the activities 
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of Capital Management Services. Inc." by November 15. 1993. Chairman LaFalce has 
not disclosed whether he has yet received the report, and if he has. it has not been 
made public. 

• U.S. Senator Lauch Falrcloth (R-NC) first wrote Attorney General Janet Reno in early 
November asking for the appointment of an independent counsel {Los Angeles Times. 
11/7/93). 

• A separate investigation was called for on November 7 by Rep. Toby Roth (R WI). 
ranking member of the House Subcommittee on General Oversight. Investigations and 
the Resolution of Failed Financial Institutions, in a letter to his chairman. Rep. Floyd 
Flake (D-NY). 

• On November 9. GOP lawmakers on the House Banking Committee, led by ranking 
member Jim Leach (R-IA), requested a Banking Committee probe. Five days later. 
Chairman Henry B. Gonzalez (D-TX) announced the Committee would designate staff 
for a preliminary investigation, but abruptly scuttled the plan on December 10. 

• On December 23, Senate Republican Leader Robert Dole and Banking Committee 
ranking member Senator Alfonse D*Amato wrote Committee Chairman Senator 
Donald Riegle asking for an investigation (which the chairman later refused to gram). 


Was the SB A Defrauded? 

• Perhaps the most damaging allegation involving Bill Clinton, James McDougal and 
Whitewater Development concerns Capital Management Services Inc., a federally 
sponsored lending company owned by David Hale, a 14-year Arkansas municipal 
judge. 

• As owner of a SBA-sponsored Specialized Smell Business Investment Company 

(SSBIC), Hale was by law allowed to lend money only to "disadvantaged" business 
owners. Hale was indicted in September 1993. for "defrauding the SBA in other 
loans" not related to Whitewater ( Washington Times, 11/6/93). He awaits trial 

• In a bizarre coincidence, the indictments against Hale stemmed from files gathered by 
the FBI during a raid on Hale*s office, authorized on the morning of July 30, 1993. by 
a federal magistrate. That afternoon. White House Deputy Counsel Vincent Foster, Jr., 
was found dead at Fon Marcy. a Civil War historical site near Langley, Virginia. 
Because the death occurred on U.S. Park Service-controlled property, that agency led 
the investigation, and eventually ruled it a suicide. 
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• Taken in the FBI raid, according to media reports, was a file involving a $300,000 
loan from Capital Management Services to Susan McDougal. According to her then- 
husband, James McDougal, their corporation, Whitewater, used "a portion o T Susan 
McDougaTs loan money to make a $1 10,000 down payment on 800 acres south of 
Little Rock Washington Post. 11/6/93). The SBA-backed loan was not repaid. 

• Hale told reporters that James McDougal and Governor Clinton ’liad directly urged 
him" to make the loan to Susan McDougal "to help bail them out" of unspecified 
"financial problems" (Newsweek. 1 1/15/93). The New York Tunes reported (1 1/2/93) 
Hale's claim that McDougal told him the money would be used to cover up certain 
dubious Madison transactions, "including indirect help for the Gintons." 


Did Clinton Pressure Lender for Dlegal SBA Loan? 

• A Washington Times story of November 4 is more specific: 

"Mr. Hale, an intimate of several powerful Arkansas politicians, said he lent 
the money without speaking to Mrs. McDougal after two meetings with Mr. 
Clinton, including a February 1986 encounter at the state Capitol. He said the 
governor asked him on that occasion: 'David, are you going to be able to help 
Jim and me out?' 

"He said he met a second time, in March 1986, with Mr. Ginton and Mr. 
McDougal at Mr. McDougaTs office to discuss how the loan was to be 
structured. 

'Mr. Hale said the two men told him they needed to 'clean up* financial 
problems at Madison and die loan to Mrs. McDougal would help them do 
that... 

"They all knew Mrs. McDougal did not legally qualify for the SBA loan. Mr. 
Hale said, and at this second meeting Mr. Ginton told him that the Ginton 
name could not be associated with the deal ‘anywhere in this, anywhere at all* 

'"I knew what was going on. as we all did.* Mr. Hale said. 'Bur we were 
friends, and that's just the way business is done in Arkansas.’" 


Clinton's Response: No Recollection 

• President Clinton, through spokeswoman Dee Dee Myers, questioned Hak’s 

motivation and claimed to have no recollection of any meetings with Mr. Hale or of 
any efforts to pressure him to give an SBA loan to Mrs. McDougal 
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U.S. Attorney Paula Casey, a Clinton appointee and volunteer in several of Clinton’s 
gubernatorial campaigns who was a law student of Mr. Clinton’s at the University of 
Arkansas, and whose husband, Gil Glover, had been appointed to a state job by Gov. 
Clinton, recused herself of Hale’s prosecution on November 9 (about the same time 
she recused herself from the RTC case mentioning the Clintons) ( Arkansas Democrat - 
Gazette , 11/KV93. Time, 1/17/94). 


A History of Whitewater Development 


1978: Whitewater Created, Clintons Get Stake on "Little Money" 

• The Clintons* association with the McDougals began in the 1960s when Bill and Jim 
worked together on the staff of then-U.S. Senator J. William Fulbright (D-AR). While 
Bill Clinton served as attorney general of Arkansas in 1978, the Clintons and the 
McDougals formed Whitewater Development Corporation to develop land in the Ozark 
Mountains of Arkansas. 

• Through Whitewater, 230 acres of Ozark Mountain vacation property was purchased 
with plans to subdivide and sell the acreage in lots. "During this period," reported the 
New York Times (3/8/92), "the Clintons appear to have invested little money, sc stood 
to lose little if the venture failed, but might have cashed in on their 50 percent interest 
if it had done well." 

• The Washington Post reported on November 29, 1993, that the $20,000 down payment 
that the Clintons apparently paid in for Whitewater came from an unsecured loan at a 
Little Rock bank, whose board of directors included Clinton’s top campaign finance 
official that year, Walter DeRoeck. 


1984: Whitewater Posts Losses; Madison Hires Hillary 

• According to check ledgers, Whitewater posted losses beginning in 1984 and had 
frequent and large negative balances in its account at Madison {New York Times , 

1 1/2/93). The Resolution Trust Corporation later alleged that during this period, 
Whitewater was used by the McDougals in a check-kiting scheme involving funds 
from Madison {Washington Post , 1 1/1 1/93). 
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• The Los Angeles Times (1 1/7/93) reported McDougal said Clinton "stopped by after a 
morning jog" to tell him that family finances were tight and ask if he could please 
throw some of Madison Guaranty Savings* legal business to his attorney wife, Hillary 
Rodham Qinton. When asked how much they needed, Clinton said "$2,000 a month," 
according to McDougal. 

• Hillary Clinton, then with the Rose law firm, began accepting a $2,000-a- month 
retainer from Madison Guaranty. Mr. McDougal said he hired Hillary at the urging of 
her husband. Governor Clinton ( Los Angeles Times, 1 1/12/93). 


1985: Hillary’s Efforts, A Clinton Fundraiser, and the Feds 
Investigate 

• ' In April 1985, Hillary Clinton appealed to Beverly Bassett Schaffer, whom Clinton 

had recently appointed to the post of heading up state regulation of S&Ls (and whose 
brother helped manage Clinton’s 1984 campaign), to approve an "unusual stock 
offering" to help save Madison (Los Angeles Times, 1 1/7/93, Chicago Tribune , 
1/21/94). In a 'Dear Hillary" letter, Schaffer wrote that she would let the plan go 
forward ( Washington Post , 1/24/94). 

• Days before McDougal held a fundraiser in April 1985 that raised $35,000 to help 
Clinton pay off his debt to his 1984 reelection campaign, McDougal learned that 
Madison was being scrutinized by federal regulators (New York Times , 1 1/2/93). "At 
least one person listed u. having donated money at e 1985 event has denied he 
contributed to Qinton" (Arkansas Democrat Gazette, 1/15/94). It is widely 
speculated that McDougal illegally diverted Madison funds to Clinton’s campaign 
(Time, 1/17/94). 

• Arkansas regulators approved a stock issue plan advanced by Madison’s attorney, 
Hillary Rodham, but the plan was never carried out (New York Times, 1 1/2/93). 

• The Clintons took out loans to invest in Whitewater. In 1984 and 1985, the Qintons 
■"mistakenly" claimed interest deductions totaling $5,133 to which Whitewater — not 
the Clintons — was entitled. That’s because Whitewater directly made payments on 
those loans. (New York Times , 3/8/92, Wall Street Journal, 1/4/94) 


1986: McDougal Removed 

• Madison owner James McDougal was removed from the thrift’s affairs by Federal and 
state regulators for financial mismanagement (Washington Post, 1 1/4/93). 
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1987: Whitewater Records to Hillary? 

• James McDougal claimed that in late 1987, he sent all Whitewater records and files to 
Hillary Rodham Clinton at her request ( Washington Times, 11/4/93). The Clintons 
said many of them have disappeared (New York Times, 3/8/92). 

1988: Hillary Seeks Power of Attorney Over Whitewater 

• Hillary Clinton sent a letter to James McDougal dated November 28. 1988. requesting 
that he sign an enclosed power-of-attomey request for Whitewater Development, 
including the power to endorse, sign and execute "checks, notes, deeds, agreements, 
certificates, receipts or any other instruments in writing of all matters related to 
Whitewater Development Corp." The Clintons* spokesman in 1992 claimed they were 
only "passive shareholders" in Whitewater ( Washington Times, 11/4/93). 


1989: Madison’s Failure Costs Taxpayers $47 Million; Rose Firm 
Hired 

• The Washington Post on November 3. 1993. reported: 

'The thrift. Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan, failed Jn 1989, costing 
taxpayers an estimated $47 million. In an effort to recoup some of that money, 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. hired the influential Rose law firm of 
Little Rock to sue the S&L’s accountants, paying it $400,000 in fees and 
expenses. 

"Through a Justice Department spokesman, (Associate Attorney General 
Webster) Hubbell said he told the FDIC that lawyers at his firm, including 
senior partner Hillary Rodham Clinton, had represented Madison in the mid- 
1980s. 

"FDIC officials said their attorneys have no documents and 'no recollection* 
that Hubbell told them of that work. According to FDIC records, however, the 
late Vincent Foster, a Rose partner before joining the Clinton White House 
general counsel's office, wrote to the FDIC earlier in 1989 soliciting work for 
his firm. 

"‘The firm does not represent any savings and loan association in state or 
federal regulatory matters. 1 Foster wrote, using the present tense. Conflict-of- 
interest rules generally bar lawyers from representing the government in S&L 
cases if they have done significant work for the thrift" 
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1990: McDougal Acquitted 

• James McDougal was acquitted of charges that he illegally profited from real estate 
deals involving the development subsidiary of Madison Guaranty, Madison Financial 
Corporation. 


1991: Rose Firm Settles Madison Suit for $1 Million 

• The government sought $60 million in its suit against Madison Guaranty. The Rose 
firm settled the case on the FDIC’s behalf with little publicity in 1991 for $1 million 
( Washington Post, 11/3/93). "‘I felt they [the Rose firm] had switched sides — they 
turned around and worked the other side of the street,’ said one of the accountants [at 
Madison], who asked not to be named because he continues to have dealings with the 
Rose law firm" ( Washington Post , 1 1/3/93). 


1992: Whitewater Becomes Campaign Issue; Clintons Sell, Named in 
Criminal Referral; Tax Returns Not Filed 

• After the New York Times originally broke the Whitewater story on March 8, Clinton, 
on March 12, asked Denver lawyer James Lyons, to prepare a "full financial review" 
of the land deal. 

Lyons’s review, based on a report prepared by Patten, McCarthy and Associates, a 
Denver-based forensic accounting firm that specializes in "financial reconstructions," 
was completed and made public on March 23, 1992, claiming the Clintons lost at least 
$60,000 on the Whitewater investment, having "invested, loaned or otherwise 
advanced" to the development company $68,900 since the venture began in 1978. It 
further claimed that Whitewater had an outstanding mongage of $10,400 plus accrued 
interest for which the Clintons are joint guarantors ( Associated Press , 3/23/92). 

"However, "there is evidence aplenty that the Lyons repon omitted or glossed over 
some pertinent facts," the Wall Street Journal reported on January 4, 1994. Three 
years worth of unfiled tax returns were never mentioned. It also failed to mention an 
airplane-for-land swap involving Chris Wade, the real estate agent for the 
development, and James McDougal. Wade sold the plane to Whitewater, but 
McDougal took possession and sold it to Seth Ward — a Madison subsidiary 
employee and Webster Hubbell’s father-in-law. 
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Additionally, the I. yens report failed to report Whitewater’s largest transaction — an 
October 1986. $550,000 purchase of land owned by International Paper Company’s 
realty unit (IPC eventually foreclosed on the property after Whitewater didn’t make 
payments). In 1985, Governor Clinton had negotiated major tax concessions to keep 
International Paper from moving two of iti plants out of Arkansas. 

• The Clintons sold their "virtually worthless" interest in Whitewater back to James 
McDougal following Clinton's election to the presidency. Vincent Foster handled the 
transaction for the Clintons {Newsweek, 11/15/93). 

• The 'Washington Post reported on November 11,1 993, that the RTC named the 
Clintons* business partners, the McDougals. as targets in an October 1992 referral to 
the Justice Department. According to a number of press reports. Bill and Hillary 
Clinton were also named in the referral as potential beneficiaries of a check-kiting 
scheme conducted by the McDougals, but there was no evidence they had any direct 
knowledge of it 

1993: FBI Raids an Office; Foster Found Dead; U.S. Attorney Recuses 
Self; Calls for Investigations to Begin 

• The Washington Post reported on December 19, 1993, that the Clintons "found that 
the company had not filed tax returns for three years. Those returns were prepared by 
an Arkansas accounting firm under the direction of the late Vincent F ster. . an' 4 
filed in June 1993. 

• On July 20, 1993, a Federal Magistrate in Little Rock, Arkansas, authorized a search 
warrant for the offices of David Hale, a municipal judge and owner of Capital- 
Management Investment Corp. Hours later. Vincent Foster, Jr., left his office and 
committed suicide at Fort Marcy. 

White House telephone logs show that in the hours before his death. Foster received 
calls from a former colleague in the Rose law firm and from Denver lawyer James 
Lyons who had prepared the Whitewater review for the campaign in 1992. Lyons 
called Foster about two hours before the deputy counsel left his office for the last time 
{Washington Post, 1/13/94). but Lyons claims that they did not connect. 

• On November 9, the Associated Press reported that U.S. Attorney Paula Casey recused 
herself and her aides from the matter "because of their familiarity with some of the 
parties and the need to ensure that there be no misperceptions about the impartiality of 
the investigation." 
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JANUARY 24th UPDATE 


James Alford • Frost & Co.'s chief auditor; had two outstanding loans at Madison at the time 
his company was auditing Madison. 

Beryl Anthony - former Congressman from Arkansas; husband of Sheila Foster Anthony: 
currently a lobbyist with Winston and Strawn. 

Sheila Foster Anthony - Assistant Attorney General for Legislative Affairs; sister of Vince 
Foster: married to Beryl Anthony . 

Bank of Cherry Valley (renamed First Bank of Arkansas) - a tiny Arkansas bank that was 
owned and operated by Maurice Smith, a senior aide to then Governor Clinton: issued Clinton 
a $50,000 personal loan which he used to partially finance his campaign for governor, served 
as a repository for Clinton’s 1984 gubernatorial re-election campaign funds; its current 
president, Leon Foust, was recently served a subpoena by FBI agents. 

Bank of Kingston - a small Arkansas bank run by James McDoucal: purchased by McDoucal 
and then Clinton aides Jim Guv Tucker and Steve Smith in 1980; lent Hillarv Clinton $30,000 
to pay for a model home in Whitewater development; provided a checking account for 
Whitewater which was used by both the Clintons and the McDougals: in 1983, was ordered 
by Marlin Jackson and the FDIC not to extend any more credit outside of its "natural trading" 
region. 

David Barr - Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) spokesman; recently announced 
a FDIC investigation into whether the Rose Law Firm misled the FDIC about the firm’s 
dealings with Madison Guaranty (if the FDIC finds that Rose misled them, the firm could be 
barred from doing additional work for the FDIC or the RTQ. 

Woody Bassett - Beverlv Bassett Schaffer’s brother; a law student of both Clintons: major 
Clinton contributor; helped manage Clinton’s 1984 gubernatorial re-election campaign. 

Michael Bromwich - former Clinton campaign volunteer. Carter administration political 
appointee; former employee of the Lawrence Walsh investigation of Iran-Contra; protege of 
Deputy Attorney General Philip Hevmann: head of new Justice "watchdog" group that will 
eventually absorb Justice’s Office of Professional Responsibility; reported to have been chosen 
as the new Inspector General at the Justice Department 

Robert Bryant - FBI agent who headed the bureau’s Washington field office at the time of 
Vince Foster’s suicide; claims that Clinton reviewed Foster’s suicide note for executive 
privilege issues; has since been named to head the FBI’s intelligence division. 
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Campobello - a Madison project to set! land on a Canadian island off the coast of Maine; 
invested in by James McDoueal and Chris Wade : was Madison* s largest direct real estate 
investment and its most costly real estate failure. 

Capital Management Services Inc. - a federally sponsored small investment company whose 
activities by law were limited to "socially disadvantaged” businesses; owned by David Hale : 
issued several questionable loans to both Susan McDougal and Jim Guv Tucker : was raided 
by FBI agents on the day after Vince Foster’s suicide. 

Paula J. Casey - a Clinton -appointed U.S. Attorney in Little Rock; campaign volunteer in 
several Clinton gubernatorial races and student of Clinton at the University of Arkansas Law 
School; former legislative aide to Senator Dale Bumpers; turned down Randy Coleman’s 
request that David Hale be granted immunity in exchange for testimony about Clinton and 
other Arkansas political figures (including Governor Jim Guv Tucker) who had secured loans 
from Capital Management initially refused to recuse herself from the Justice Department’s 
investigation of Whitewater but eventually did so following a public outcry, citing her 
"familiarity with some of the parties." 

Castle Grande Project - a 1,100-acre real estate development on the outskirts of Little Rock 
which was intended to be a low-cost residential and commercial development for families 
seeking an escape from the city; financed by Madison Guaranty: invested in by Jim Guy 
Tu ck er and £eth W ard. 

Bill Clinton - President; former Arkansas Governor; former Arkansas State Attorney General; 
former lawyer with Rose Law Finn’s major competitor in Little Rock, Wright Lindsey, and 
Jennings : former aide to Senator J.W. Fulbright: allegedly received campaign funds from 
James McDoueal in the form of $12,000 worth of donations in cashier’s checks from 
Madison : co-owner of Whitewater Development Coro.; obtained a loan from the SsfliDtt 
Bank of Paragould which he used to pay off more than $20,000 of a Whitewater loan; 
obtained a $50,000 unsecured personal loan from the Bank of Chenv Valiev which he then 
contributed to his own gubernatorial campaign; called Vince Foster the night before his 
suicide. 

Hillary Rodham Clinton - First Lady; former senior partner in the Rose Law Firm: former 
colleague of Bernard Nusshaum while working on the House Judiciary Committee to impeach 
President Nixon; co-owner of Whitewater Development Corn.; a partner in Value Partners; a 
partner in Midlife Investors with Webster Hubbell and Vince Foster, obtained a $30,000 loan 
from the Bank of Kingston to pay for a model home in the Whitewater development; recipient 
of a $2,000 a month attorney fee in 1985 for helping Madison Guaranty (assisted Richard 
Massed fight off efforts by the Arkansas Securities Department to close it as insolvent 
(payments continued for 15 months while her husband was governor and allegedly were paid 
to Hillarv Clinton through a secret bank account); asked the McDougals in November 1988 to 
give her power of attorney authorizing her to act on their behalf on matters involving 
Whitewater (reports are unclear on whether or not she actually obtained it). 


2 





382 


X000275 

Randy Coleman - David Haleys lawyer; requested immunity for Hale in exchange for 
testimony but was turned down by Paula Casev : also contacted William Kennedy about Hale’s 
allegations but was denied any sort of White House audience. 

Roy P. Drew - E.F. Hutton broker who set up Midlife Investors : claimed H it would be a 
stretch of the imagination to believe that $45,000 would not yield some kind of dividend" 
contrary to the Clintons’ tax returns which show the partnership never yielded much taxable 
dividend income; a former advisor to the Arkansas state auditor who differed with Governor 
Clinton in 1989 over an $81 million state bond deal to purchase 32 nursing homes owned by 
Beverly Enterprises, Inc. (The deal initially was approved by the state but was suspended 
when Drew’s concerns became public). 

Robert Fiske - a partner in the Wall Street firm of Davis, Polk and Wardwell (Lawrence 
Walsh retired from Davis, Polk and Wardwell before beginning his investigation of Iran- 
Contra); appointed by Attorney General Reno to be the Whitewater special counsel; former 
U.S. attorney in Manhattan during the Ford and Carter administrations; in 1989, withdrew 
from consideration to be the deputy attorney general under Dick Thornburgh because of 
opposition by conservatives (including 14 senators) over his role in the ABA’s evaluation of 
Reagan court appointees; briefly defended Clark M. Clifford and Robert Altman in the BCCI 
case. 

Lisa Foster - wife of Vince Foster, hired attorney Jim Hamilton after husband’s suicide. 

Vince Foster - former Deputy White House Counsel; committed suicide in July 1993; a 
partner in Midlife Investors: former partner in the Rose Law Firm : in that capacity, signed 
letter to the FDIC seeking the appointment to represent the FDIC against Frost and Co.. 
claiming that Rose "does not represent any savings and loan associations in state or Federal 
matters"; the Clintons’ lawyer in the last stages of their Whitewater dealings; sold the 
Clintons* half-ownership of Whitewater Development: discovered and handled Whitewater’s 
failure to file corporate tax returns over a three-year period; (The Clintons have acknowledged 
that in 1984 and 1985 they improperly took personal tax deductions for interest payments of 
$2,811 and $2,322, when the payments were actually made by the Whitewater Development 
Co.); worked on putting the Clintons’ assets into a blind trust to satisfy ethical concerns about 
their personal business deals including the two investment groups Value Partners and Midlife 
I nves to rs - 

Frost and Co. - Madison’s accounting firm; produced the audit which was used by the Rose 
Law Firm to help keep Madison in business in 1985; failed to disclose that Frost’s chief 
auditor of Madison. James Alford, had two outstanding loans at Madison at the time of the 
audit; sued by the Rose Law Firm on behalf of the FDIC (Rose settled the $60 million suit 
for $1 million. Some reports claim that the $1 million was below Frost’s insurance coverage. 
Rose billed the government $400,000 for its work.) 

J. William Fulbright - former U.S. Senator who hired both Clinton and McDougal as aides 
early in their careers; contributed $1,000 to Jim McDougal* s unsuccessful congressional 
campaign; his name was on a $3,000 cashier’s check made out to Clinton personally which 
the RTC turned over to the Justice Department; borrowed money from Madison ; is ill and 
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unable to speak with reporters. 

Mark Gearan - director of White House communications at the time of Vince Fosters 
suicide; claimed at the time that Clinton had not seen the suicide note; member of the newly 
formed Ickes group which is handling the political fallout from Whitewater . 

Gil Glover - Paula Casey’s husband; was appointed Chief Counsel to the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission by then Governor Clinton: continues to hold that state job under 
Governor Jim Guv Tucker . 

David Hale - former Clinton -appointed. Little Rock municipal judge; president of Capital 
Management Services Inc.: indicted on fraud charges; represented by Randv Coleman: claims 
he was pressured by Clinton and McDougal to approve a Small Business Administration 
guaranteed loan (for the "socially disadvantaged") of $300,000 to Susan McDougal at a time 
when the McDougals showed assets of $3 million; has offered to testify against Clinton. 

Jim Hamilton - Washington lawyer specializing in ethics; former deputy counsel to the 
Senate Watergate Committee; possibly talked with Vince Foster prior to his suicide; represents 
Lisa Foster: recipient of Foster’s personal effects including part of the missing Whitewater file 
and Foster’s personal diary. 

Jo Ann Harris - chief of the Justice Department’s criminal division; has been supervising 
Justice’s investigation of Whitewater former New York prosecutor. 

Philip Heymann - Deputy Attorney General (No. 2 person at the Justice Department); in 
charge of the Vince Foster investigation at the time the Park Police were asking to search the 
office; ordered the Office of Professional Responsibility to examine Foster’s assertion in his 
suicide note that the FBI lied in a report to Attorney General Reno concerning Travelgate. 

Webster Hubbell - Associate Attorney General (No. 3 person at Justice); close personal 
friend of Clinton: former managing partner of the Rose Law Firm: a partner in Midlife 
Investors with Hilary Rpdfrun Clinton and Vince Foster; Rqk’j lead attorney for the FDIC 
case against Madison’s accounting firm. Frost and Co.; recused himself from the Justice 
Department’s investigation of Whitewater and Madison one month after the RTC referred the 
matter to Justice; son-in-law of Seth Ward who defaulted on $587,000 in loans from Madfonn 

Harold M. Ickes • a New York lawyer, the new deputy chief of staff at the White House; 
heads the new damage control group which has been assigned to handle any political fallout 
from Whitewater (other members of the group include David Gergen, George Stephanopoulos, 
Bruce Lindsev. Mark Gearan. and Paul Begala); originally came to the White House to work 
on health care. 

Marlin Jackson - former Clinton -appointed Arkansas state banking commissioner, claims that 
in 1983, he along with the FDIC ordered the Bank of Kingston to stop making loans to 
Governor Clinton because the loans were part of a "troubling pattern" of lending to powerful 
members of Arkansas* business (like executives of Wal-Mart and Tyson Foods) and political 
establishment; claims he spoke to Clinton about the matter and that Clinton’s response was: 
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"Marlin, don't worry about politics. I want you to be the best banking commissioner you can 
be."; owned the Security Bank of Paragoujd ; claims he put Paraeould into a blind trust and 
did not find out until years later that Clinton had taken out a loan from Paraeould to pay off 
more than $20,000 of a Whitewater loan; has contributed $4,010 to Clinton campaigns since 
1984; currently the chairman of the Worthcn National Bank of Conway, Arkansas; quoted as 
saying: "I’ve often thought that the reason he [ James McDoueal) began using Madison 
Guaranty was because he [ McDoueal! had found that he [ McDoueal] couldn’t do what he 
wanted with his bank [Kingston! ." 

John C. Keeney - was Acting Assistant U.S. Attorney immediately after Paula Casev recused 
herself from the investigation. 

David Kendall - lawyer for Williams and Connolly; "personal lawyer" to the Clintons in 
Washington handling such issues as Whitewater: continues to represent the Washington Post : 
secretly negotiated with the Justice Department to deliver the Whitewater documents under a 
subpoena (papers subpoenaed in a criminal case cannot be released under the Freedom of 
Information Act); was recently rebuffed when he asked the Justice Department not to share 
the papers with the Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR); (OPR is handling the Vince 
Foster suicide). 

William Kennedy - White House Associate Counsel; former partner in the Rose Law firm : 
dismissed Randv Coleman’s request for a meeting to discuss immunity for David Hale while 
failing to alert anyone else in the White House other than Bernard Nussbaum . 

Dean Landrum - an employee of Charles Peacock ; his name was on a $3,000 cashier’s check 
which the RTC turned over to the Justice Department; now deceased. 

Bruce Lindsey - partner at Wright. Lindsey, and Jennings where Clinton was once employed; 
a senior assistant to the President; principal White House spokesman to the press on Madison 
S&L/Whitewater issues and recent state trooper allegations; member of the newly formed 
Ickes group which is handling the political fallout ffom Whitewater . 

James M. Lyons - a Denver lawyer and longtime Clinton ally; during the presidential 
campaign, helped Clinton discredit the claims of several women who said they had 
relationships with Clinton: assigned by Clinton to review the Whitewater deal after it became 
a campaign issue; commissioned the accounting firm of Patten. McCarthy, and Associates, to 
investigate the Whitewater Development Corp.’s finances (see the so-called Lvon’s report); 
now refuses to discuss Whitewater, citing an attorney-client relationship with the Clintons: 
reportedly called Vince Foster the morning of his suicide; recently named by Clinton to a 
government advisory panel seeking peace in Ireland. 

The Lyon’s Report - commissioned from the accounting firm of Patten. McCarthy, and 
Associates; depicted Whitewater as unprofitable, described the Clintons as "passive 
shareholders," and concluded that the McDougals "exercised total control" over Whitewater : 
claimed that the Clintons poured $68,900 into Whitewater without any return, while the 
McDougals accounted for $92,200; omitted Whitewater’s $550,000 land purchase from the 
International Paper Co. which Clinton granted tax breaks; included a disclaimer that the 
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report's financial findings "shouldn't be construed to represent the results of an attest service 
or compilation of financial statements, due to the nature of the engagement and incomplete or 
unavailable records." 

Donald Mackay - former U.S. Attorney under Presidents Nixon and Ford; chosen to replace 
Paula Casev as head of the investigation of the Arkansas S&L; currently heads the Fraud 
Division at Justice. 

Madison Financial Corporation - Madison Guaranty's wholly owned real estate subsidiary 
whose president was James McDougal; may have covered overdrafts at Whitewater . 

Madison Guaranty - a Little Rock savings and loan which was shut down by the Federal 
Government in 1989, at an estimated cost to taxpayers of $47 million to $60 million; grew 
25-fold during Clinton’s governorship; owned by James McDougal; hired Sarah J. Worsham 
as a senior vice president 

Richard Massey - a partner in the Rose Law Firm; represented Madison Guaranty along with 
Hillarv Rodham Clinton before state regulators. 

Master Marketing • the Little Rock advertising firm owned by Susan McDougal which 
changed its company description to a real estate venture following the purchase of 
Whitewater: was issued a $300,000 SBA /Canital Management loan. 

James McDougal - owner of Madison Guaranty ; part owner of the Bank of Kingston along 
with then Clinton aides Jim Guv Tucker and Steve Smith; president of Madison Financial 
Corporation; the Clintons’ partner in Whitewater Development Corp,; met Clinton while 
working as an aide to Senator J.W. Fulbrieht of Arkansas; served for a year as then Governor 
Clinton’s top economic adviser, spent $90,000 in personal funds on an unsuccessful bid for 
Congress in 1982 against Rep. John Paul Hammerschmidt (one of McDougal’s biggest 
contributors was J. William Fulbright) : indicted in 1989 on fraud charges in connection with 
Madison and later acquitted; allegedly approved fraudulent loans of $250,000 and diverted 
money to the campaign of several powerful Arkansas politicians including Clinton and Jim 
Guv Tucker: specifically is said to have diverted money from Madison Guaranty to help repay 
debts left over from Clinton's 1984 re-election campaign (the campaign’s only debt was to 
Clinton who had contributed $50,000 to help finance his own candidacy); claims to have 
delivered $35,000 in campaign checks (some of which are suspected to have been improperly 
diverted from Madison) to Betsey Wrig ht after a fund-raiser in the spring of 1985; has 
acknowledged that $1 10,000 of the $300,000 SBA /Capital Management loan to Susan 
McDougal was invested in Whitewater , claims Beverlv Bassett Schaffer was his "choice" for 
Arkansas state regulator, maintains that then Governor Clinton lobbied him to hire Hillarv 
Rodham Clinton to represent Madison because Clinton said "his family was in need of 
financial help"; claims he recalls the Clintons investing about $9,000 in Whitewater, has been 
subpoenaed to appear before a Federal grand jury in Little Rock; suffers from manic 
depression. 

Susan McDougal - ex-wife of James McDougal ; partner in Whitewater Development Coro.: 
defaulted on a $300,000 Small Business Administration loan made by Capital Services 
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Management Inc, to her Little Rock advertising firm. Master Marketing (more than a third of 
the money was used to buy land for Whitewater Development Coro, from the International 
Paper Co.); her name is on one of the $3,000 cashier's checks which the RTC turned over to 
the Justice Department; recipient along with her brothers, James and William Henley, of 
substantial commissions for land sates from Madison Guaranty (including payments of more 
than $712,000 during a three-year period while her husband was president of the S&L); 
claims to have turned records concerning Whitewater Development Corp. over to the Clintons 
in 1987 at Hillary Rodham Clinton's request; recently charged in California with embezzling 
nearly $200,000 from conductor Zubin Mehta and his wife, Nancy. 

Midlife Investors - a $45,000 partnership with Hillary Rodham Clinton Webster HubbelL 
and Vince Foster naming each other (not their spouses) as beneficiaries; was finalized into a 
blind trust by Vince Foster three days after he committed suicide. 

Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson, and Tucker - law firm that at one time represented 
Madison Guaranty while one of its partners, Jim Guv Tucker, was securing a $1 million loan 
from Mflfison Guaranty; also represented CapMManagsmm Inc,; employed Bsyyrlv Pmtt 
Schaffer as the attorney for Madison . 

Bernard Nussbaum - White House Counsel; former colleague of Hillarv Rodham Clinton 
while working on the House Judiciary Committee to impeach President Nixon; reportedly was 
the first to search Vince Foster's office after his suicide; refused to permit Park Police 
investigators to examine several documents, "citing executive and attorney-client privileges"; 
turned over a stack of papers including Foster's diary and part of the missing Whitewater file 
to Hamilton: supported William Kennedy's dismissal of David Hale's allegations. 

Leslie Patten - head of the Denver-based accounting firm of Patten, McCarthy, and 
Associates which issued the Lvon's report; long-time friend of Jim Lyons: formed a bank 
holding company with Lyons and others (opened two banks, one of which was liquidated by 
Colorado state regulators). 

Charles Peacock - father of Ken Peacock: a major Madison borrower and a member of the 
thrift's board of directors who claimed he was also baffled by the check (that was used to 
help retire Clinton's 1984 gubernatorial campaign debt) which bore the name of his son, Ken 
Peacock. 

Ken Peacock - an Arkansas businessman whose name is on a $3,000 cashier’s check used to 
help retire Clinton's 1984 gubernatorial campaign debt (the RTC turned the check over to the 
Justice Department); says he never made such a donation (at the time, he was a 24-year-old 
college student). 

Janet Reno - Attorney General; removed Michael Shaheen from the directorship of Justice's 
Office of Public Responsibility; asked by President Clinton to name a special counsel to 
investigate Whitewater on January 12, 1994 (This new investigation will not halt the Little 
Rock special grand jury probe of Madison) : named Robert Fiskc to be the Whitewater special 
counsel on January 20, 1994. 
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Rose Law Firm - prominent Little Rock law firm which at one time employed Hillarv 
Rodham Clinton, Vince Fp$t<»r» Webgterjjubteil, William Kennedy, and Richard Masscv : 
fought to keep Madison in business in 1985, when the Arkansas Securities Commission was 
threatening to close it down; later sued Madison's accounting firm. Frost and Co., on behalf 
' of the FDIC; origin of a call (from an unknown caller) which was placed to Vince Foster the 
morning of the day he committed suicide. 

Archie Schaffer - husband to Bevcrlv Bassett Schaffer: nephew of Senator Dale Bumpers; 
was a large campaign contributor to Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign; currently an 
executive at Tyson foods (owned by Don Tyson who also is described as a serious Clinton 
financial backer). 

Beverly Bassett Schaffer - the Clinton -appointed state regulator in charge of savings and 
loans in the early 1980s; approved Madison Guaranty's novel plan (which was never 
implemented) to sell preferred stock (after McDougal had helped Clinton cover his debt); 
previously served as Madison's lawyer while working at the law firm of Mitchell Williams. 

Ja9.k§QD* Ml<l- (wrote a memo describing Madison's failure to comply with land 
law in the Campobello project as "willful"); currently employed at Wright Lindsey, and 
Ispamgs- 

Security Bank of Paragould - owned by Marlin Jackson: was supposedly placed in a blind 
trust by Jackson when he was appointed state banking commissioner, lent Bill Clinton money 
which he then used to pay off more than $20,000 of a Whitewater loan. 

Michael Shaheen - director of Justice’s Office of Professional Responsibility for the past 18 
years; involved in the investigation of Vince Foster's suicide note; removed from OPR by 
Attorney General Reno; reportedly will be offered a suitable position elsewhere by Reno: 
(OPR has been temporarily placed under the supervision of former Clinton campaign 
volunteer, Michael Bromwich) . 

Maurice Smith - a senior aide to then Governor Clinton who owned and operated die Bank 
of Cherry Valiev: appointed Director of Arkansas State Highways and Transportation by 
Clinton. 

The Stephens Family - controls the Worihen Banking Corporation and Stephens Brokerage 
Inc.; involved in the BCCI and BNL cases. 

Patsy Thomasson - White House aide; veteran of Arkansas Democratic Party politics; was 
once an executive vice president at Lasater and Co. (Dan R. Lasater was the head of Lasater 
and Co. and a major Clinton contributor. Lasater and Co. earned some $1.6 million in 
commissions for handling Arkansas state bond issues at the same time Dan Lasater was under 
investigation for cocaine distribution. Lasater was sentenced to 30 months in 1986. Lasater 
and Co. also hired Bill Clinton's half-brother, Roger); former Clinton -appointed chairman of 
the Arkansas Highway Commission; involved in the search of Vince Foster's office following 
his suicide. 

Jim Guy Tucker - current Governor of Arkansas; received more than $1 million in loans 
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Sarah J. Worsham or Sarah J. Hawkins or Sarah Worsham Hawkins - one-time bank 
examiner for the Federal Home Loan Bank Board (FHLBB); wrote in a 1984 FHLBB report 
that Madison had engaged in "unsound lending practices" and had improperly booked, or 
recorded, profits that could "adversely affect net worth."; within months of the FHLBB report, 
was hired by Madison as a senior vice president at $65,000 and worked on a refinancing and 
preferred stock plan to keep Madison in business; was a member of Madison's board of 
directors and a member of Madison's management committee which oversaw loans; according 
to a follow-up 1986 FHLBB investigation, was one of several Madison officers who obtained 
unsecured loans (Worsham/Hawkins obtained a $5,000 unsecured loan) and signed a FHLBB 
cease-and-desist order for Madison . 

Worthen Bank Corporation - held a lien on James McPougal's interest in Madison 
Guaranty: provided Clinton's Presidential campaign with a $3.5 million line of credit days 
before Super Tuesday; controlled by the Stephens Family, which has been linked to the BCCI 
and BNL cases. 

Betsey Wright - a longtime Clinton aide and his campaign manager in 1984; claims she 
recalls filing post-election contribution reports that included individual contributors for the 
1985 spring hind-raiser (involving the four questionable checks) as required by state law but 
is unable to locate them; currently the executive vice president of the Wexler Group, a 
Washington public affairs which is a unit of Hill and Knowlton Inc. 

Wright, Lindsey, and Jennings - a Little Rock law firm that has employed at one time or 
another Bill Clinton, Rgv*ElyJk$sgtt. Sfifrafftr, and PfV9e ItoteY. 


Sources: Qngagp guflrUffltt, Chicagg.Tn^une, Q pgaa Stiwf MwfaG FK0 Jffl F»k.WQdd Pfejfi, ** 
Houston Chronicle. Human Events, the Use I Intelligencer, the Los Angeles Tunes. National Journal. National 
Mortgage News. Newsweek magazine, , the New York Tunes, the Philffclofo jMVkCT, Representative James A. 
Leach's Memorandum to Republican Members of Congress regarding Whitewater, Roll Call, the San Francisco 
Examiner. Time magazine, the Times-Picavunc. the Wall Street jougg^ttie Washington Post the Washington Times. 
MSA Today, and U.S. News and World Report magazine. 
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IV. THB POSTER 8UXCID8 AMD 8UB8EQUENT EVENT8 

Mr. Foster committed suicide in July 1993. No files 
were removed from his office prior to an examination of those 
files by White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum in the presence of 
lav enforcement officers. In the presence of those officials, 

Mr. Nussbaum reviewed and noted the files in Mr. Foster's office, 
including a file related to Whitewater. The files were 
ultimately separated into three categories: those relating to 
White House legal matters, which were assigned out to other 
counsel in the office; those relating to the Clintons' personal 
legal matters, including Whitewater, which were turned over to 
the Clintons' personal attorney; and those relating to Mr. Foster 
personally, which were turned over to counsel for the Foster 
family. The few Whitewater files that were in Mr. Foster's 
office at the time of his death were sent to the Clintons' 
personal law firm for safekeeping and storage. 

V. THB INVESTIGATION 


Shortly before Christmas, press reports erroneously 
suggested that files had been improperly removed from Mr. 
Foster's office before the review described above. To avoid any 
question about the Clintons' desire to cooperate in the 
Department of Justice investigation into Madison Guaranty, the 
President ordered his attorney to turn over all relevant records 
to the Department. As would be entirely routine and to protect 
the integrity of the investigation, the President's lawyer 
requested a subpoena to cover the documents. Delivery of the 
documents to the Department began on January 6. Those documents 
will be reviewed by the grand jury investigating Madison in 
Little Rock. 
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AID 1 Amato Release 


NEW YORK 
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FOR IMMSDXATE KILIM 1 1 CONTACT t Truik Col.au 

TuaadAy, March 1, 1JM (303) 334-MM 


rr ■).!-»» ¥ W Vy « • « ts r 


tmtm or dxcsptxoh* ookxxubS is madxsoh/whxybwatir afpaix 

WASXXWGTOH — "0.8. Senator Alfonso D' Amato (X-HT) today oallod 
for Sonata Banking Committee hearing* Into aacrat briefings 
provided by the hand al Resolution 'rrunt Corporation (WC) for 
senior White Ho use political staff about the agency's 
investigation of tha Kadlaon/Whlteweter affair. 

D’Aaalo also charged that since the disulosura of the saorat 
"heads up* was rovoalod at last Thursday's Banking Ccsmittao 
hearing# the White House was continuing its pattern of dooaption 
by suggesting that the sane briefings vara provided to Congress 
and the proas. 

"Tho White House has now compounded these shocking 
revelations by stating falsely that congress and the nedio also 
received these briefings#* D'Juete charged. "At the tine this 
secret cabal was Mating at the White House. Z ees speaking out 
on the senate floor about the BTC's failure to provide our 
Committee with any information about its activities on the 
Wadlaou/Whltewater mni. And X her* yet' to encounter s reporter 
covering this story who says he or she wee briefed by the RTC# 
let elone its acting President." 

D' Ana to # senior Republican on the cosmlttee# added that the 
orposuro of the aeoret Brief Inga at a tanking Committee hearing 
proved that Democrat! noodod to end their •footdragging" over 
whethor or not to hold hearinge. 

"Only through a Congressional hearing did we lean of this 
very reel threat to the Integrity of the BTC's investigation# " 
O'AMto pointed out. "We have a responsibility to the American 
people to fulfil our legitimate oversight function. 

"The Deacon tio ambers of this oonalttee suet understand 
the throat is not Congressional tngulry# hut secret# high level 
off-tho-roooxd "heeds up' meetings betwaea tap Administration 
cffloials and Whito House legal and political experts#" the 
Senator eta tod. Tho aeoret brief leg# described ee a "heads-up" by 
acting RTC bead Roger Altman vao presented to wniwe House counsel 
Bernard lfusabaua# feputy Chief of Staff Harold roVea# Hillary 
Clinton 'a Chief of Staff wargaret williams and Treasury General 
Counsol Joan Hansen. 

among the gneetlons D'Amato said oould be answered by a 
hearing t why does white House Counsel Hr. Wussbeum need to be 
briefed on the BTC's investigation of Kadi son that does net 
involve the president in his official capacity? And what about 
xr. lekas and Us. Williams? Why in the world would thane 
political operatives need to be briefed by e top agonoy official 
on an investigation that has nothing to do with the Kseoutlve 
Office of the President? Were any confidential or non 
confidential RTC or law onfo eoa m en t documents or other materials 
used during the briefing? 

UrdlWl Wl B W s to iit B • BBS10 • (Boa)aBMHI 

ft N Mw o s — ; :M vatp»e*i>»"U3/3nwy4UMniM n in >3m e»aeesiywiert«anne »mi m »mMi<wgt i i»4 ti> 
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White Water Q&A 

D raft Transcript of the President's Q&A 
Thursday . March 3. 1994 
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Q Mr. Pre3ldent # are you concerned about the appearance 
of impropriety of the?e meetings between Treasury officials and 
the White House? 

X000288 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 


Q Have you been able to find out if there have been any 
other meetings other than the one that was reported? And what . 
will be done about it? 


THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, the answer is, yes. I'm 

concerned about that. Nearly as I can determine, no one has 
actually done anything wrong or attempted to improperly influence 
any government action. But I think it would be better if the 
meetings and conversations hadn't occurred. 

I think now that thcro ia an actual formal process underway, 
everyone will be much more sensitive. But I have directed Mack 
McLarty to prepare a memorandum about how we should handle and 
respond to any such contacts coming our way in this office so 
that we will bend over backwards to avoid not only the fact but 
any appearance of impropriety. It is very, vary important to me. 


X was a Governor for a long tima, and there was never a hint 
of impropriety or scandal in my administration. And to the best 
of my knowledge the people who come here to work everyday in this 
administration, there has been no suggestion of abuse of power or 
anyone pursuing soma parsons I advantage. And I want the American 
people to feel that. So I have told Mr. McLarty that we have to 
— we*ve already talked to people here in the office to make it 
clear that they understand that I — first of all, I foci that 
this — all these investigations, they should go forward, 
unimpeded and as quickly as possible. And I have every 
confidence in what the facts will reveal. So I think that it's 
very, very important that while all this is going on that the 
activity around it should he handled in such a way as to avoid 
even the appearance of a conflict. 


-continued- 
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OCfioe at the In d gwrinrc Couasd 


Little Keck, AiLum 


March 7, 1994 



The Honorable Henry b. Oonsalet 
Chatman 

Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Utban Affaire 

Onited State* House of Representatives 
2129 Bayburn Houee Office Building 
Washington, o.c. 2CS1S-4050 

lbs Honorable Janes A. Leach ; 

Banking Minority Member of the 
Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affaire 

Ofelted States Bouse of Bepreaantativee 
2129 Bayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.c* 20S1S-S0S0 


Dear Congressmen Gonial a a and Leach i 

* 4 

A * «■ siting this letter to .xpresa nr strong 

eoooora about the itapact of any haerlags that your committes 
might hold into the underlying «vmnca ooncanUngNadl son 
OuAMnty Savings and Loan <«waS4L"), Whitewater and Capital 
Management Services ("048") on the investigation that this 
Office is co nduc ting into these natters. 


As you know, X was appointed to the position of 
independent Counsel pursuant to CFA 402,1 on January ai 
1*94, *lnce that data we have obtained an Order from Chief 
JUdge Stephan M. Reason*** in the Baatevn Dietriot of 
Arkansas authorising the empaneling of a grand jury which 
will be devoted exclusively to the Hhitevntor/M3SAL/CHl 
investigation. In the meantime, we have been using the 
rMUltr grand Jury for this Ct strict. Ns hsv. a team at 
eight experienced attorneys, six of whom use, currant or 
vhjm ch*y joined the st,f£. w, sr« 
working la Utele Rock with a tun of more chan twenty FBI 
•gents and financial analysts who are working full elms on 
!ri* **• «• doing everything possible to conduct 

end conclude as expeditiously as possible • cornices, 
thorough and logarclal Investigation. 
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Inquiry into the underlying event s aur rounding 
MOSfcL, Whitewater nod CHS by a Congressional Committee would 
pose a severe risk to the Integrity of our investigation. 
Znevitebly< any such inquiry would overlap sube cant ielly 
with the grand Jury's activities. Among other concerns, the 
committee certainly would seek to Interview the sane 
witnesses or subjects vho are central to the criminal 
investigation. 8ucn interviews could jeopardise our 
investigation in several respects , inoludlng the dangers of 
Congressional Irounity, the praeeture disclosures of the 
contents of documents or of witnesses' testimony to other . 
witnesses on the earns subject (creating the risk of tailored 
teet loony) and of premature public disclosure of matters at 
the core of the criminal investigation. This inherent 
conflict would be greatly magnified by the fact that the 
Comittse would be covering essentially the sene ground as 
the grand jury. 

While we recognise the Committee's oversight 
responsibilities pursuant to Scot ion 501 of PL 101-73 
(mxAA) , we have similar concerns with a Congressional 
investigation into the recently-disclosed meetings between 
White House and Treasury Department officials •« 
particularly because we believe these hearings will 
inevitably lead to the disclosure' of the contente of air 
referrals and other informat ion relating to the underlying 
grand jury investigation. 

" for' thase reasons, we request that your Committee 

not conduct any hearings in the areas oovered by ths grand 
jury'* ongoing investigation, both In order to avoid 
compromising that investigation and in order cc further ths 
public interest in preserving the fairness, thoroughness, 
and confidentiality of the grand jury process. 

S will be glad to meet with you personally to 
explain our position further if you feel chat would be 
helpful. 


respectfully yours, 

aoanr a. rajes,. on. 

independent Counsel 
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Altman Meeting-Press 


XUCG378 


Wednesday, February 23 

Gannett reports that Senator D'Amato has prepared to grill Roger Altman on 
Whitewater during a "routine hearing Thursday on the health of the savings and loan 
industry": 


The Republicans also plan to press Altman on the status of a 
long-standing RTC investigation of Madison Guaranty - a probe that in 1992 
resulted in RTC referral to the Justice Department of nine separate areas of 
possible criminal behavior by thrift officials. 

D'Amato was successful earlier this month in having the rapidly expiring 
statute of limitations on criminal negligence in the banking laws extended for 
two years. The RTC has hired a top private law firm for $ 3.5 million to review 
the Madison Guaranty files for areas of possible prosecution - especially in light 
of scathing reports by federal regulators as early as 1984 and 1986 that held the 
savings and loan to be managed in a reckless manner and dangerously close to 
insolvency. 

"When will those findings be made public ?" D'Amato intends to ask 
Thursday. "Why has the RTC continually failed to respond to repeated requests 
from members of this committee for information and documents? Has the White 
House interfered, or has it received special briefings on this investigation ?" 


Friday , February 25 

Altman's statements before the Senate Banking Committee were widely reported 
as an admission or acknowledgment . For example, the New York Times reported the 
statement as follows: 

In a surprising admission, the head of a federal agency examining the 
failure of an Arkansas savings and loan at the center of the inquiry into the 
Clintons 9 real estate investments said he held a briefing three weeks ago for 
senior White House aides on the agency *s progress. 

Deputy Treasury Secretary Roger C. Altman, who is also the acting head 
of the Resolution Trust Corp., acknowledged Thursday under questioning by 
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Republicans on the Senate Banking Committee that he had met with the White 
House counsel, Bernard Nussbaum; the deputy chief of staff, Harold Ickes; and 
Hillary Rodham Clinton's chief of staff, Margaret Williams. 

Altman said he had held the unusual briefing to tell the White House 
staff members that the examination into Madison Guaranty S&L had been 
running up against a statute of limitations problem and that the agency would 
soon be deciding whether it should proceed. 


REAX 

o Rep. Jim Leach ... said that the meeting was "thoroughly unseemly" and that it 
undermined "the credibility of the regulatory process. " "Nothing could be more 
inappropriate." "The Resolution Trust Corp. should be arm's length from both 
the Executive Branch and from Congress. These are process issues that should 
be handled in appropriate ways." (Chicago Tribune) 

o From the HOTLINE: 

WHITEWATER: D* AMATO LEADS SENATE BANKING 
"DONNYBROOK" 

The "donnybrook" Sen. A1 D' Amato (R-NY) "dreamed of over the 
Whitewater mess came true (2/24) as Republicans turned a dry Senate banking 
hearing into a field day of coverup charges." D' Amato, the ranking GOPer on 
Senate Banking, dubbed the RTC's failure to release Whitewater documents 
until 10 pm the night before the hearing a "midnight delivery" and "said he was 
flabbergasted" at a recent FDIC report that found no conflict in the Rose Law 
Firm suing Madison Guaranty S&L for the FDIC when Rose earlier had been 
on retainer to Madison. D'Amato: "The most incredible whitewash of 
Whitewatergate that Fve ever seen" (Ball, N.Y. DAILY NEWS, 2/25). "Besides 
seeking a renewed investigation by banking regulators," GOPers "also 
demanded that the (WH) and regulators release all documents related to the 
scandal.” The WH refused citing the ongoing probe by special counsel Robert 
Fiske (Risen, L.A. TIMES, 2/25). The GOP "won assurances from regulators 
that there would be further investigations" into the Rose Law Firm (Baer, Balto. 
SUN, 2/25). 
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ALTMAN'S ADMISSION: Dep. Sec/Treas. Roger Altman said under 
questioning "that he held a private meeting with White House officials three 
weeks qgo to brief them on one aspect of the Whitewater investigation. 

Altman, " the acting RTC head and "a close friend" of Pres, and Mrs. Clinton, 
"said he requested the meeting to talk about the then-approaching deadline for a 
civil suit against the Clintons, Hillary Rodham Clinton's former law firm or 
others concerning Whitewater." Altman said the meeting was attended by WH 
Counsel Bernard Nussbaum, Dep. WH CoS Harold Ickes and HRC CoS 
Margaret Williams. D'Amato: "It is totally inappropriate for an appointed head 
of the RTC to go over and brief the White House. It certainly has all the 
appearances of a cover-up" ( Phelps, N Y. NEWSDAY, 2/25). N.Y. TIMES’ 
Labaton calls it a "surprising admission" and an "unusual meeting" : "Unusual 
because the ( RTC) is an independent regulatory agency whose lawyers are 
supposed to operate without political considerations. Moreover, the meeting 
was attended by senior advisers to the Clintons, who are themselves the subject 
of the agency's investigations" (2/25). Altman said he "outlined various courses 
the RTC could take as it approached a (2/28) deadline for filing civil claims 
against Madison officers, directors and lawyers": "It was solely to be sure that 
(Nussbaum) understood the legal and procedural framework" (Schmidt, W. 
POST, 2/25). Altman, on the WH meeting: "I describe it as a heads-up and a 
very stiff conversation" (USA TODAY, 2/25). 

DEM RESPONSE: Cmte Dems, led by Sen. John Kerry (D-MA), argued 
the GOPers were engaging in pure "politicking" (N.Y. DAILY NEWS, 2/25). 
Kerry "asked the Republicans why they only show up for S&L hearings when 
they want to put on a political show." Kerry: "This is why the taxpayers get so 
fed up, because all we do is dig into politics. We're not talking about where the 
SI 50 billion went" (Cauchon, USA TODAY, 2/25). 


Saturday , February 26 

Altman announces recusal to the Whitewater investigation. The AP reported the 
recusal as follows: 

In the short time he has remaining as acting head of the savings and loan 
cleanup agency, Deputy Treasury Secretary Roger C. Altman is severing all ties 
to the investigation of an Arkansas S&L involving President Clinton 
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Altman announced his move Friday, a day after he acknowledged he 
recently gave the White House a private briefing on the status of the agency's 
investigation of Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 

Altman's temporary tenure as head of the Resolution Trust Corp. is set to 
expire March 30, but until Friday he had not distanced himself from the 
Madison case. 

Altman described the meeting as routine and said it involved only giving 
a general description to the White House of how the RTC generally proceeds in 
such cases. He said he initiated the session. 

Republicans suggested the Altman incident was evidence of political 
meddling by the Clinton administration. 

In its announcement, the Treasury Department said Altman "will have no 
role" at the RTC after his temporary tenure expires next month. He'll return to 
his job at the Treasury Department. 


Sunday , February 27 

o New York Times editorial. 

Slovenly White House Ethics 

President Clinton and his helpers keep saying they have nothing to hide 
on Whitewater. So some evil genie must be making them act as if they do. The 
latest affront is the boneheaded conclave convened by Deputy Treasury 
Secretary Roger Altman to give a " heads up" to three White House officials 
about the Resolution Trust Corporation inquiry into a savings and loan 
association connected to Mr. and Mrs. Clinton. 

Mr. Altman said he wanted to brief Bernard Nussbaum, the White House 
counsel, Harold Ickes, the deputy chief of staff, and Margaret Williams, the 
First Lady 's chief of staff, on when the statute of limitations would run out on 
the R.T.C. investigation of Madison Guaranty Sailings and Loan. 

That is an interesting question and not unrelated to other questions that 
Republicans on the Senate Banking Committee and other reasonably curious 
Americans would like to have answered. Here are four: 
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1. Was Madison used to convert Clinton campaign funds to personal 
funds for the then Governor? 

2. Did a regulator appointed by Governor Clinton go easy on Madison 
because it was owned by the Clintons' political ally, James McDougal, who was 
also the Clintons' business partner in the Whitewater Development Company? 

3. Did the Clintons pay the same amount of money for their half share of 
Whitewater that Mr. McDougal paid for his? This question is important because 
it bears on whether Mr. Clinton, while Governor, received gifts or claimed 
undeserved tax deductions in connection with Whitewater. 

4. Did Mrs.Clinton's law firm behave properly in its dealings with 
Madison and bank regulators? 

Given that such questions are now before a special counsel and the 
R.T.C., a meeting between Mr. Altman and top White House aides was 
improper on its face. It could never have taken place in a White House that had 
even a rudimentary respect for the common-sense rules on conflict of interest 
The Clinton team has taken the nation back to the sham ethics of the early 
Reagan Administration. That crowd believed conflicts of interest could not exist 
since they could not conceive of letting any law or rule of propriety interfere 
with the political and financial interests of the President or his buddies. 

The stated reason for this meeting will not wash. Information on the 
statute of limitations could be had from the newspapers or a brief memo from 
the R.T.C. legal staff. Senator Alfonse D* Amato and Representative Jim Leach 
therefore have reason to suspect that the goal of the meeting was to control 
political damage or compromise the R.T.C.'s investigation. Who knows what the 
White House has learned about the R.T.C. findings? After all, it was only 
through Mr. D' Amato's efforts that the Government released an R.T.C. 
document suggesting that Mrs. Clinton's law firm had failed at proper disclosure 
of its dealings with Madison. 

In response to bad publicity, Mr. Altman has recused himself from the 
R.T.C. inquiry on Whitewater. His R.T.C. deputy should now take over all his 
duties at the agency until a permanent director is appointed. Senator Donald 
Riegle, the chairman of the Senate Banking Committee, needs to step up his 
committee's oversight activities. Other Democrats like Senator John Kerry need 
to cease their myopic defense of Mr. Clinton on a matter about which neither 
the Senator nor the public has been fully informed. 
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Opposition leaders are right when they say that a Republican White 
House that so recklessly meddled in the Justice Department, the R.T.C. and 
other agencies would be shelled with endless Congressional investigations. It is 
time for the Democratic Congressional leaders, Thomas Foley and George 
Mitchell, to try to educate this White House about the normal protocols of 
governance. Explaining what Representative Leach meant when he said "arm’s 
length" would be a start. 

Clinton aides behave as if their President had deep deposits of public 
trust In fact, that account was pretty slim when Mr, Clinton got to Washington, 
and it is just about tapped out now 


Monday, February 28 

o From the HOTLINE: 

WHITEWATER. ALTMAN RECUSES HIMSELF FROM MADISON 
MATTERS 

Dep. Sec/Treas. Roger Altman "removed himself from further official 
involvement in the government's Whitewater real estate probe after he came 
under fire for privately briefing top White House aides on key aspects of the 
case." Altman's appointment as acting head of the RTC ends 3/30. His 
decision "represents a turnaround" as Altman "recently" told Rep. Jim Leach 
(R-IA), ranking GOPer on House Banking , "that he saw no conflict in his 
dealings with the case" (Fritz/Rosenball, L.A. TIMES, 2/26). Altman said 
Madison presented no conflict for him, but that he "realized there was the 
appearance of conflict and decided to recuse himself for that reason." WH 
Press Sec. Dee Dee Myers defended Altman's meeting with WH Counsel 
Bernard Nussbaum, Dep. CoS Harold Ickes and HRC CoS Margaret Williams: 
"It was strictly a procedural meeting. There was nothing available that was not 
available to members of the press or Congress" (W. POST, 2/26). Fred Barnes: 
"This is bad business. And it also shows how interested the inner White House 
staff is in the goings on with the RTC " Eleanor Clift: "I don't think there's 
anything more here than an appearance of conflict" ("McLaughlin Group,” 

2/26). 


ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT-GAZETTE's Oakley: " Altman stud he saw 
nothing inappropriate about the briefing, a comment that just about sums up the 
general attitude of the Clinton administration" (2/27). N Y. TIMES' William 
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Safire: "He's the man who's supposed to he the law enforcement consulting with 
the people he's supposed to enforce the law against." W POST's Bob 
Woodward to Safire: "Is your old boss Richard Nixon or some of his political 
operatives advising the Clinton White House on public relations strategy?" 
("Meet the Press," NBC, 2/27). A N.Y. TIMES editorial states the Altman 
meeting "could never have taken place in a White House that had even a 
rudimentary respect for the common-sense rules on conflict of interest The 
Clinton team has taken the nation back to the sham ethics of the early Reagan 
Administration." The paper urges Senate Banking Chair Don Riegle (D-MI) "to 
step up his committee's oversight activities" and that Hill Dems, such as Sen. 
John Kerry (D-MA), "cease their myopic defense" of Clinton (2/27). A W. 
POST editorial also notes it was inappropriate for WH staffers to attend: "The 
Whitewater probe is a personal matter for the Clintons and does not involve the 
presidency " (2/28). 

o Washington Post editorial: 

Whitewater Recusal 

DEPUTY TREASURY Secretary Roger Altman's decision to recuse 
himself from all matters relating to the investigation of the Madison Guaranty 
Savings and Loan failure was belated but proper. Besides his personal 
friendship with President and Mrs. Clinton, Mr. Altman also serves as acting 
chief of the Resolution Trust Corp. It's the independent federal agency charged 
with disposing of collapsed savings and loans and pursuing civil and criminal 
cases against those associated with the failures, including officers, borrowers, 
accountants and lawyers. 

Mr. Altman's disclosure last Thursday that he had recently briefed White 
House counsel Bernard Nussbaum and two top aides to Mr. and Mrs. Clinton 
on how the RTC would proceed with potential claims growing out of Madison's 
failure drew Republican charges that the White House was improperly involved 
in a case that affects the Clintons personally. On Friday, Mr. Altman said that 
while his briefing was confined to procedural issues confronting the RTC and 
not matters related to the Madison case, he had exercised "bad judgment" by 
initiating contact with the White House. "If I had it to do all over again, I 
wouldn't," he said. There are good reasons, however, why he should never have 
entertained the idea of going over to the White House in the first place. 

Mrs. Clinton and her former Rose Law Firm partners represented 
Madison in the mid-1980s. Her firm also sued Madison's accountants on behalf 
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of the federal government in 1989. The Clintons were also business partners 
with James McDougal, owner of the failed Madison Guaranty Savings and 
Loan. The Clinton-McDougal joint investment in the Whitewater land venture 
also had a banking relationship with Madison. It was inappropriate for the head 
of an independent regulatory agency to give a "heads up" (to use Mr. Altman's 
words) to White House advisers of the Clintons who are his friends and who are 
also potential defendants in RTC civil suits. 

If, however, it was wrong for appearances sake for Mr. Altman to offer a 
briefing, it was inappropriate for the same reason for Mr. Nussbaum, deputy 
chief of staff Harold Ickes and Mrs. Clinton's chief of staff Margaret Williams 
to accept the invitation. The Whitewater probe is a personal matter for the 
Clintons and does not involve the presidency. With the hiring of private 
attorney David Kendall to represent the Clintons' interests in " Whitewater," 
White House staff, absent a showing of an official link to the White House, 
should keep their hands off the probe. 


Tuesday, March 1 

o From the HOTLINE: 

MORE ALTMAN: Sen. Min. Leader Bob Dole called for full Hill hearings 
into the Whitewater affair after revelations about the meeting between WH and 
Treas. Dept officials. Also, Sen. A1 DAmato (R-NY), ranking GOPer on 
Senate Banking, plans to call today for the cmte "to look further into questions " 
involving Dep. Treas. Sec. Roger Altman's meeting at the WH. Altman, who 
later recused himself from the Whitewater affair, revealed last week that he met 
three WH officials about the affair (Lemons, DEM-GAZETTE, 3/1). N.Y. 
NEWSDA Y editorial on Altman's meeting at the WH: "The White House 
shouldn't need reminders that political interference with bank regulators was one 
of the building blocks of the SAL scandals. We're unaccustomed to applauding 
(D'Amato) on matters of ethics, but in this case, he did a real service by 
focusing attention on the Altman meeting" (2/28). ST. LOUIS 
POST-DISPA TCH editorial: "The appearance of impropriety is a concept that 
seemed alien to the Clinton White House last year at the time of the ... travel 
office scandal There were lessons Clinton k top advisers should have taken 
away from that episode. Apparently, they didn't" (2/27). Dem strategist Bob 
Squier: "We Democrats have been out of the White House so long, we don't 
know quite how to act sometimes. " GOP strategist Mary Matalirv 
"Incompetence is always the excuse" ("Today," NBC, 3/1). 
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Wednesday, March 2 

o A Washington Times article is attached. 
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WHITE HOUSE POLITICS 



I //lP. 1 

'—A MR. PRESIDENT, AS THE 
WHITEWATER CONTROVERSY 
GROWS, IT^ NOT SURPRISING 
THAT THE POLITICAL CHARGES 
ARE HEATING UP AS WELL. 

LAST WEEK, PRESIDENT 
CLINTON HIMSELF MADE THE 
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UNFORTUNATE CLAIM THAT 
REPUBLICANS ARE SOMEHOW 
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE LATEST 
WHITEWATER WOES, STATING 
THAT WE HAVE ACTED IN A 
"FAIRLY BLATANT, BALD, AND 
TOTALLY POLITICAL WAY." AND 
YESTERDAY, WHITE HOUSE AIDE 
GEORGE STEPHANOPOLOUS 
FORGOT THE PRESIDENTIAL 
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CAMPAIGN WAS OVER, 
SUGGESTING ON NATIONAL 
TELEVISION THAT REPUBLICANS 
ARE SOMEHOW GINNING UP 
WHITEWATER FOR OUR OWN 
POLITICAL ADVANTAGE. 

MR. PRESIDENT, 
NOTWITHSTANDING THESE 
CHARGES, WHICH I REJECT, IT?P 
THE DEMOCRAT CONGRESS 
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THAT CONTINUES TO BLOCK 
WHITEWATER HEARINGS. IT 
WAS THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE WHO PLAYED 
"POLITICAL TOUGH GUY" WHEN 
HE TRIED TO INTIMIDATE 
SENATOR D’AMATO WITH A 

I 

THREATENING LETTER NOTABLE 
ONLY FOR ITS CLUMSINESS. IT 
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WAS Nf AN R.N.C. NEWSLETTER 
THAT RAN EDITORIALS WITH 
TITLES LIKE "SLOVENLY WHITE 
HOUSE ETHICS," "WHITE HOUSE 
ETHICS MELTDOWN," AND "MR. 
NUSSBAUM GOES-NOT THE 
MESS." THAT^THE NEW YORK 
TIMES AND THE WASHINGTON 


AND, MR. PRESIDENT, THE 
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BIGGEST POLITICAL PLAYERS IN 
TOWN ARE APPARENTLY IN THE 
WHITE HOUSE ITSELF: IN 
TRAVELGATE, AND NOW IN 
WHITEWATER, WHITE HOUSE 
STAFF HAVE PLAYED WITH FIRE, 
SHOWING A BRAZEN 
WILLINGNESS TO MIX POLITICS 
WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT. 

THE BOTTOM LINE IS: 
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WHITEWATER IS A CASE STUDY 
IN SELF- 

IMMOLATION... OMISSIONS, 
MISSTATEMENTS OF FACT, 
"NEGOTIATED" SUBPOENAS, 
BEHIND-THE-SCENES 
MEETINGS...HAVE ALL CREATED 
THE IMPRESSION THAT THEREAT 
SOMETHING TO HIDE, THAT 
THERE^S SOMETHING UNSEEMLY 
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LURKING IN THE WHITEWATER 
BOG. 

I MAY BE WRONG...AND I 
HOPE I AM WRONG. 

MR. PRESIDENT, LAST 
WEEK, 43 SENATE REPUBLICANS 
SENT A LETTER TO THE 
DISTINGUISHED MAJORITY 
LEADER STATING THAT WE WILL 
HOLD UP THE NOMINATION OF 
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RICKI TIGERT, PRESIDENT 
CLINTON’S NOMINEE TO HEAD 
THE F.D.I.C., UNLESS THE 
SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE 
HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO 
THOROUGHLY EXAMINE THE 
RECENTLY-REVEALED WHITE 
HOUSE-RTC-TREASURY 
MEETINGS. IT^MY HOPE THAT 


THE DEMOCRAT LEADERSHIP IN 
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CONGRESS WILL WORK WITH 
REPUBLICANS TO SCHEDULE 
THESE HEARINGS SO THAT THE 
AMERICAN PEOPLE CAN GET A 
FULL ACCOUNTING OF THE 
WHITEWATER MESS. 

AGAIN: IF THERE ^fBEEN 
NO WRONGDOING, THERE 
SHOULD BE NOTHING TO HIDE. 
AS I POINTED OUT LAST 
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WEEK, THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RESEARCH SERVICE HAS 
PREPARED A MEMORANDUM 
LISTING MORE THAN 20 
CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS 
AND INVESTIGATIONS INTO 
ALLEGED EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
WRONGDOING DURING THE 
REAGAN AND BUSH 
ADMINISTRATIONS. THE 
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DEMOCRAT-CONTROLLED 
CONGRESS HAS NEVER BEEN 
SHY ABOUT EXERCISING ITS 
OVERSIGHT 

RESPONSIBILITIES/j.AND 
THERE^NO REASON TO MAKE 
AN EXCEPTION FOR 
WHITEWATER. 

IF CONGRESS FAILS TO 
EXERCISE ITS OVERSIGHT 
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RESPONSIBILITIES, IF WE DON^T 
HOLD HEARINGS, THEN WE 
EXPOSE OURSELVES TO THE 
CHARGE OF BEING WILLING 
ACCOMPLICES TO WHATEVER 
WRONGDOING MAY HAVE 
OCCURRED. 

MR. PRESIDENT, I ASK 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT 
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EDITORIALS FROM YESTERDAY’S 
NEW YORK TIMES AND 
WASHINGTON POST BE 
REPRINTED IN THE RECORD^ 
IMM ED I ATELY A FTER -MY 
•REMARKS? I ALSO ASK 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT THE 
MEMORANDUM FROM THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE BE REPRINTED IN THE 
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RECORD AS WELL. 
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Repairing the White House Mess 


Robert Fiske has stepped into the Whitewater 
mess with precisely the authority and integrity that 
the White House, particularly in the person of 
Bernard Nussbaum, has so conspicuously failed to 
exhibit over the last few months. 

By serving subpoenas on 10 senior White House 
and Treasury Department officials, Mr. Fiske, the 
special counsel appointed to look into the White- 
water case, has also served notice that he is expand- 
ing his inquiry to include the three extraordinary 
White House meetings at which the Resolution 
Trust Corporation's probe of a failed savings and 
loan association with close lies to the President and 
Mrs. Clinton was discussed. 

The members of the Congressional banking 
committees, including reluctant Democrats, clearly 
have an interest in this matter. There are, for 
example, numerous regulatory issues involving the 
failed Arkansas savings and loan, Madison Guaran- 
ty. Moreover, senior officials at the agencies for 
which the committees have oversight responsibility 
have behaved improperly — notably Roger Altman, 
. the Deputy Treasury Secretary, and Jean Hanson, 
* Treasury counsel They gave private briefings at 
the White House to keep Mr. Nussbaum. the White 
House counsel, and others posted on the R.T.C/S 
. investigation into Madison and the bank’s dealings 
. with the Clintons and their friends. 

There is certainly a public value in having 
Congress conduct a carefully targeted examination 
of the incestuous relationships between the White 


House and Federal investigatory bodies. Neverthe- 
less, Congress should think twice before launching a 
parallel investigation of the whole history of Madi- 
son and the Whitewater development deal back in 
Arkansas. Such an inquiry, especially in the current 
partisan environment, could easily turn into an 
unending political circus and, even worse, jeopar- 
dize Mr. Fiske's independent inquiry knd his ability 
to bring prosecutions, if warranted. 

As for President Clinton, He has finally moved 
to repair the damage by his amateurish White 
House operation by persuading Mr. Nussbaum to 
return to private life. Mr. Nussbaum played a 
prominent part in other White House embarrass- 
ments, including the misuse of the F.B.I. in the 
Travelgate affair, the failure to properly vet vari- 
ous Presidential nominees and the apparent inter- 
ference with the Park Service's investigation of the 
suicide of Vincent Foster, the deputy White House 
counsel Given those past indiscretions, it was not 
surprising that Mr. Nussbaum was a central figure 
at all three of the improper White House meetings 
on Whitewater. It remains to be learned whether he 
was acting at Mr. Clinton's request. 

There are two Immediate lessons here. One is 
that Mr. Clinton desperately needs to get some good 
strong people around him to provide the White 
House with sound management and an ethical com- 
pass. The second is that the special prosecutor, Mr. 
Fiske, may have an even more challenging job than 
he, or anyone else, originally imagined. 
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XV. THE 708TER SUICIDE AMD SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

Hr. Foster committed suicide in July 1993. After his 
death, in the presence of lav enforcement officers, White House 
counsel Bernard Hussbaum reviewed the files in Mr. Foster's 
office. The files were ultimately separated into three 
categories: those relating to White House legal matters, which 
were assigned out to other counsel in the office; those relating 
to the Clintons' personal legal matters, including Whitewater, 
which were turned over to the Clintons' personal attorney; and 
those relating to Mr. Foster persdnally, which <wefe turned over 
to counsel for the Foster family. AH of the Whitewater files 
that were in Mr. Foster's office at the time of his death yere 
maintained by the personal law firm. 

V. THE INVESTIGATION 


Shortly before Christmas, press reports erroneously 
suggested that files had been improperly removed from Mr. 
Foster's office before the review described above. To avoid any 
question about the Clintons' desire to cooperate in the 
Department of Justice investigation into Madison Guaranty, the 
President ordered his attorney to turn over all relevant records 
to the Department. As would be entirely routine and to protect 
the integrity of the investigation, the President's lawyer 
requested a subpoena to cover the documents. Delivery of the 
documents to the Department began on January 6. Those documents 
will be reviewed by the grand jury investigating Madison in 
Little Rock. 
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Meet the Press Briefing 

West Wing Office 

2:15 - 2 45 pm, Friday, March 4, 1994 

You requested this meeting. 

No biiefing. 


EVENT 

You requested this meeting with Lorraine, Jack, David, George Stephanopoulos, Dee Dee 
Meyers, David Gergen and Mark Gearan in preparation for your appearance on Meet the 
Press this Sunday Attached are a couple of new Q&A on Whitewater, and a couple of other 
topics, you may want to review for this meeting 

ATTACHMENTS 

• Whitewater Q&A 
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White Water q&a 

Dm/i Transcript of the President's Q&A 
Thursday. March 3 . 1994 


Q Mr. President, are you concerned about the appearance 
of impropriety of these meetings between Treasury officials and 
the White House? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

Q Have you been able to find out if there have been any 
other meetings other than the one that was reported? And what . 
will be done about it? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, the answer is, yes, I'm . 

concerned about that. Nearly as I can determine, no one has 
actually done anything wrong or attempted to improperly influence 
any government action. But I think it would be better if the 
meetings and conversations hadn't occurred. 

I think now that there is an actual formal process underway, 
everyone will be much more sensitive. But I have directed Mack 
McLarty to prepare a memorandum about how we should handle and 
respond to any such contacts coming our way in this office so 
that we will bend over backwards to avoid not only the fact but 
any appearance of impropriety. It is very, very Important to me. 


1 was a Governor for a long time, and there was never a hint 
of impropriety or scandal in my administration. And to the best 
of my knowledge the people who come here to work everyday in this 
administration, there has been no suggestion of abuse of power or 
anyone pursuing some persona L advantage. And I want the American 
people to feel that. So I have told Mr. McLarty that we have to 
—we've already talked to people here in the office to make it 
clear that they understand that I — first of all, I feel that 
thi9 — all these Investigations, they should go forward, 
unimpeded and as quickly as possible. And I have every 
confidence in what the facts will reveal. So I think that it' a 
very, very important that while all this is going on that the 
activity around it should he handled in such a way ae to avoid 
even the appearance of a conflict. 


-continued- 
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Later today, I think, we will have the memorandum for you, 
and we'll be glad to anewer any questions surrounding that. 

Q Hell, shouldn't your lawyer be more sensitive to thia - 


THE PRESIDENT: I think there was a difference — what we 

have to do — let me say, we are also researching exactly what 
the actual rules are for what kinds of meetings can occur when. 
And I don't want to get into all the hypothetical • But, for 
example# if the press asks questions to one place that are known 
and another place# the answers might be known in the white House; 
if someone's asking the agency, can they talk or not# I mean# 
that was one of the meetings that wae discussed in the morning 
paper. 

I want to make exactly — I want to make it clear that we 
know whal the rules arc# but as I said — and so Z can't answer 
all those questions, in fact, right now. But in addition to whet 
the rules are, what I want the people here to understand Is# 
never mind what the rules are, bend over backwards to avoid the 
appearance of it. Let's let this thing co forward. There ie an 
investigative process. The recorde are In hand, as far as Z 
know# for the investigators to do their work. Let it 90 forward. 
We don't need to have any implication that we are in any way 
trying to manage or affect this process, we are not. We must 
not. And I don't want the American people to give it a second 
thought . 

Bo the memorandum today should make that clear. And I don't 
think there will be further problems on this. 

Q Mr. President, can you elaborate for us on your 
conversation with Prime Minister Hoeokava? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well# I called him to discuss the — the 

trade issue. And the Trade Ambassador will have an announcement 
on that later today, and then we'll be glad to answer questions 
about it. But I think I should let him announcement first. 

Q — was it a friendly conversation — 

THE PRESIDENT 1 Zt was a friendly, a forthright 
conversation, it's consistent with the tone that we've 
established in our relationehip. But it wae one that Z had to 
have today. 

Q — Super 301? 

THE PRESIDENT: We'll have an announcement about that later 

today. 


-continued* 
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Arab World Condemns West Bank Massacre. The 

Arab works s rngirg wnh condemnations of this mom;ng 
massacre in a West Bsnk mosque, tut there are differences of 
opinion as to how it wiH affect trs Mideast peace process.” the A P 
reports today. At least 5C Palestinians a'e reported dead and 
about f 00 wounded after an American .remigrant opened fire on a 
mosque m the West Bar*. The snooting fnggerea rioting across 
the West Bank and Gaza FLO Chairman Yasser Arafat said *he 


killings wdl have a "serious irroacf on the negotiations. A too aide 
to Arafat went even further, saying he sees N no feasibility* in 
continuing the process. Hanan Ashwari said her people are too 
"inflamed 1 at the moment to even think about a "rational peace 
process." Jordan's prime minister said the massacre will be an 
"impediment" to peace. Egypt's foreign minister says the violence 
confirmed the need for assuring Palestinian security "and not that 
of ‘sraei alone." (Related stories: AP: WP-Al) 


US Gets No Cooperation Prom Russian Spy Agency 
on Ames Case; Administration Continues to Defend 
Russian Aid. The WP (A. Cevroy, *?. Smith) reports a "high- 
level" CIA team sent to Mosccw to discuss the case ot accused- 
spy Aldrich Ames, was "urable to extract useful information from 
the Russian Foreign intelligence Service and is on its way back to 
Washington." The Russian spy sgencys response ‘lell short of 
the Clinton Administration's demand for cooperation, the officials 
said, adding that the matter was raised yesterday 'at a higher lever 
of the Russian government but with ro response so far." The NYT 
(T. Weiner) reports Ames wil fight the charges against him. 
"raising the prospect of a messy triai that could invove secrets the 
agency would rather not disclose." The iawye* for Ames' wife, 
Maria del Rosario Casas Ames, also issued a statement yesterday 
denouncing the accusations in an FBI affidavit t'nat was unsealed 
on Tuesday after the couple was arrested. If the Ames' case is 
brought to trial, "it would set the stage for a potentially damaging 
tug of war between the -nteiigence agency's desire to preserve 
national security secrets and the Justice (Department's need to 
make a case against the couple," the NYT reports. USA (S. 
Meddfe) reports the CSnton Administration is defending 4s Russia 


policy to Ccngress. Secretary of State Warren Christopher, on 
Capitol Hill yesterday, rejected calls from some to suspend 
Russian aid. in a USA/CNN/Galup poll conducted yesterday, 67 
percent said the US should continue efforts to improve relations 
with the Russians and 5G percent opposed suspending aid. 
(Related Stories: USA-A1: NYT-A1; WP-A1; WSJ-A16; WT-A1, 

Yeltsin Says Reforms Will be Slowed. Russian 
President Bore Yeltsin said yesterday the Russian government 
must begin playing a much larger role in shaping Russians 
economy, rejecting the free-market philosophy of his former too 
advisers, the BG (F. Kaplan) reports. In a speech to parliament 
yesterday, Yeltsin also expressed opposition to eipansion of 
NATO to include countries of the former Soviet bloc and caled for 
action against crime and corruption. Although he said economic 
reforms must continue, he indicated a desire to slow down and 
rediect the reforms. "The biggest mistake that can be made now 
Is to offer society a false choice: either the former state-directed 
economy or the so -cal fed pure market totaly independent of the 
state," Yelis n said. "Both options soefl disaster for Russia ... The 
task is to find a sensible balance between the speed of reform and 


AP, Associated Press 

CT. Chicago Tribune 

NYT, New York Tim.i 

AC. Atlanta Constitution 

FT, Financial Times 

PI. Philadelphia Inquirer 

ADG. Ark. Democrat-Gazette 

JOC, Journal of Commerce 

USA; USA Today 

BG, Boston Globe 

LAT, Los Angeles Times 

WP. Washington Post 

BS. Baltimore Sun 

MH. Miami Herald 

WSJ. WaU Street Journal 

CSM. Christian Science Monitor 

ND.Newsday 

WT. Washington Times 
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the reai social scsts of reform. 1 He did not say wtiai tr.is oa lance 
should oe or nc w the ocograms it requires could be financed. The 
AC (M. Ktnstei. J. Abrntt) reports veitsm targeted the same no:* 
Dutton pcDu'ist issues that crew votes tor Communists ana 
nationalists'* ’n the recent partmmentary ejection. r :r instance, he 
signaled that Russia was ready to resume a 'more active" foreign 
policy and to tex is muscles regionally, especially on behalf of 
Russians suoected to discrimination m neiahboring republics. *’ 
(Related Sterns: SG-A2; WP-A1. 24; USA-A5; NYT-A6: WSJ-A8; 
WT-A14) 

Study Shows Most Americans Support Employer 
Mandates; Cooper's Plan May Be As "Big 
Government" A8 Clinton's. According to a study released 
yesterday, about 57 percent of Americans support the most 
controversial portion of President Clinton's health care reform biU; 
a requirement that businesses oek up SO percent of the tab for 
employees' medical insurance premiums, the AC (B. Hendrick) 
reports. The study conducted by the Public Agenda Foundation 
also found that 55 percent of Americans support Clinton's promise 
to provide unversai health care, even though people realize to do 
so would cos! everyone. 

Rep. Jim Cooper's healtn care reform biU which emerged 
as the rival tc Clinton's plan when corporate Amerfoa embraced his 
plan three weeks ago. s "in many ways as far-reaching as 
anything proposed by President Clinton.'' the BG (P. Gosselin) 
reports. Coooer has advertised his plan as Clinton Lite" - 
"criticizing the President ler pushing Big Government cures for the 
nation's medical His. and claiming his own are modest by contrast." 
However, according to the BG. If Cooper has cast his bill as the 
moderate alternative to Clinton, he has also contrbuted to the 
misperception that it is a largely painless prescription for change. 
Some of his reforms would involve transformations as wrenching 
as any Clinton has advocated, and require a substantially greater 
use of Federal power and purse than has been generally 
appreciated." if Cooper lisiens to the Jackson Hole Group, an 
informal but influential collection of doctors, academics and 
industry executives." the plan could grow even "grander." Jackson 
hole founder Paul EHsood said the group wil likely call on Cooper 
to embrace two elements of Clinton's plan that he has so far 
shunned: "Setting a deadfine for universal coverage for assuring 
that ail Americans have coverage, and using a kind of employer 
mandate or requirement that companies contribute fo their 
workers' coverage." Meanwhile, the NYT (R. Pear) reports the 
board of the American Association of Retired Persons has decided 
not to endorse Clinton's health pian, despite a concerted campaign 
by CEnton and First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton. The board also 
did not endorse any specific alternative to Clinton's plan. (Related 
Stories: BG-A1; AC-A5; NO; WP-A4; USA-A5; NYT-A1, 15; WSJ- 
A16; WT-A4. 7) 

White House May Propose Phase-In Of 2-Year 
Welfare Limit; May Need More Tax Increases to 
Finance. The WP (W. Claborne) reports the White House task 


force on weifa r e reform has becioed to recommend gradually 
phasing in its two*ye3NiiVHt on welfare coneys, if President 
Ciinton's welfare reform gees into effect next year, the limt on 
benefits would imtiaMy be applied only on new recipients - poasbl/ 
to only those 25 and under. As new recipients apply in subsequent 
years, the age would automatically be advanced one year, the WP 
reports. T**e NYT (J. DeParlet reports the Clinton Administration • 
considering tax increases to finance its welfare pian. Findng it 
difficult to orcduce a welfare plan on spenomg cuts alone, the 
Administration is considering targeting garbling establishments to 
rase the needed revenue. Although no oecisicn has been made 
on whether tc propose the taxes. "The talk of taxes contradicts the 
Administration’s previous contention that President Clinton can pay 
for his ambitious plan to change the welfare system simply by 
cutting other programs for low-income people." OMB Director 
Leon Fanerta acknowledged yesterday that a gamoling tax was 
among the possibilities to supplement the cuts in programs. 
However, Panetta said the Administration is tooxihg at 40 or 50 • 
options anc that is one of them." (Related Stories: NYT-A18-.WP- 
A1) 

Alternative Balanced Budget Amendment 
Introduced. Senator Harry Reid (D-NV) introduced an 
aRemai.ve baianced-budget amendment which Senate leaders 
agreed to vote on next Tuesday, the WP (H. Dewar) reports. It 
has the potential to do some harm," said Senator Paul Simon (D- 
IL). chief sponsor of the original amendment being d eb ated 
yesterday. The risk for supporters of the Simon-backed 
amendment "was that senators could inoculate themselves against 
damage at the polls by voting for the scaled-back alernative. 
which was virtually certain to lose because of GOP opposition, and 
then vote 'without risk against the [Simon] amendment." Whie 
Simon descrfced Reid's pian as t>a!anced budget Re" and a 
"oolitical cover, pure and simple," Reid said i was a "serious 
attempt" to achieve a balanced budget without creating legal 
nightmares debilitating the Constitution" and putting a "fatal choke- 
hold on the American economy." Reitfs alternative would Eft the 
constraints during a recession, exempt "capital investments" such 
as buildings and highways, bar Social Security funds from being 
used to balance the budget, and drop the requirement for a three- 
fifths vote tc increase the debt (Related stories: WP-A4; USA-A5; 
NYT-A14; WT-A4) 

Republicans Charge Whitewater Whitewash. Senate 
Republicans tlasted Democrats and Federal officials Thursday lot 
‘stalling* ana 'whitewashing 1 investigations into the Whitewatei 
Development Coip. controversy," the ADG (T. Lemons) reports. Ir 
the first extensive congressional hearing on Whitewater 
Republicans "attacked the Clinton Administration's handing o 
several Federal investigations. GOP senators also continued tc 
raise conflict-of-interest questions" about Lttle Rock's Ross Lav 
Firm. "There are just too many unanswered questions," Senato 
Alfonse D'Amato (R-NY) said. Democrats responded during tN 
four-hour Senate Banking Committee hearing by arguing "the 
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Reoublicans were pursing Whitewater solely to damage 11 
Presioem G.rton. "The tawayers of this country oo net need us to 
;ump ai eve' eacr. other for ant ral 'easons.' Senator Jcnn Kerry 
(0-MAt said. Kerry and D'AmaiO ":racea sharo words several 
times during emotional exoaenoes/’ 0 Amato cnashsed the 
Resolution Trust C operation ci'ic'iais for st ailing" or -he case by 
failing to promptly rsoly to h« request for .ntormation. 

The NTT (S. Lob3tor.) reports tnat "*n a surprising 
admission, the heac of the federal agency examining the failure of 
(Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan] said he held a bnefing three 
weeks ago fer senior White House aides on the agency's 
progress/ 1 Deputy Treasury Secretary Roger Altman, who is also 
acting head of tne RTC. 1 acknowledged today under questioning by 
* Republicans on the Senate Banking Committee that he had met 
with* 1 the White House counsel the deputy chief of staff, and the 
First Lao/ 3 chief of staff./ Repuolicans "immediately oointed to the 
bnefing as evidence that r.e White House has been controlling" the 
inquiries regarding Madison and Whitewater. / The WSJ (A. 
Karr) reports, however, that the R T C sugge^ed 'yesterday that tne 
Rose Law Firm "may have improperly failed to disclose its dealings* 1 
with Madison. The RTCs co.Mractor-oversigm office "listed several 
instances when the firm oient disclose its past connections" with 
Madison *o the RTC and the FQiC. The WT f T Munroe) reports 
that, "under pressure frem Republican lawmakers." FDIC regulators 
"agreed yesterday to reopen their probe" of Rose and its dealings 
in the Whitevvater-Madison affair. 

The WT (J. Seper) also reports Federal investigators have 
"subooenaed records deserting more than S283.000 in personal 
loans to Presioem and Mrs. Clinton from tour rural Arkansas 
banks." Special Counsel Robert Fiske issued a request for "all 
documents" outlining the CMontf involvement with the banks 
during an 11-year period beginning ci 1978. the year Whitewater 
Development Corp. was formed. (Related stories: WP-A9; ADG: 
USA-5: NYT-A1: WSJ-A2; WT-A1, A12) 

Hill Republicans To Investigate Foster Death. 

Republicans on the House Government Operations Committee 
"have launched a new investigation * into the death of Vincent 
Foster, the WT (P. Rodriguez; reports Representative William 
Ginger (R-PA) said on the House floor yesterday that he has 
written to senior Administration officials for all documents, and he 
requested that Administration personnel be made available for 
interviews wkh committee staff. !* the Administration refused to 
comply, "the GOP memoers of the committee are considering 
invoking a little-known House statute tnat compels compliance." the 
WT says. (WT-A3) 

"Clinton Chicago Trip Gives Reno Pause." Attorney 
General Janet Reno yesterday "set off alarm bells at the White 
House when she appeared to suggest disapproval of President 
Clinton's Monday trip to Chicago to support House Ways and 
Means Committee Chairman Dan Rostenkowski. subject of a 
c ederal enminai investigation." the WP (M. Isakoit A. Devroy) 
reports. Asked yesterday at her weetey news conference if she 
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had ary v itas or wnetner tne Presidents trip was aepropnate. 
given the status ct the Roster.kowsxi investigation. Reno sac 
" v es. 1 ‘ She then re-used to reveal her views, saying at one point. * 
dont think \M go into that. ' White House officials sad Rencs 
statements were 1 inartful." They also said she had not adviseo tre 
President o- anyone at a lower level that 3he believed presidents 
suopon f:: a candidate under Federal investigation was 
inappropriate. Offcias saio Rostenkowski is "key *.o a croup c* 
major Wh.te House legislative initiatives ano that CL r !on offered to 
help him by coming to h.s district." (WP-A3) 

US, Japan May End Trade Fight The us and Japan "nay 
be inching toward an end to their bitter trade dispute." the USA (M. 
Memrrctt) reports. "A top Clinton Administration negotiator said 
Thursday that he s getting encouraging reports from Japan." the 
USA says. Bowman Cutter, deputy assistant to the president for 
economic policy, told reporters yesterday that Japanese leaders 
may be deciding that what the US has asked for "is something 
close to what they always could have lived with." Nevertheless, the 
FT (G. Granam) reports, the US yesterday accused Japan of acting 
as "a drag on the werid economy." Treasury Secretary Lteya 
Bentsen called for more action to expand economic recovery in the 
G-7 countries, particularly in continental Europe and Japan. 
Bentsens accusation set the stage "Ibr confrontation at Saturday's 
meeting in Frankfurt" of G-7 fiance ministers, the FT says. 

Meanwhile, the JOC (J. Maggs) reports House Majority 
Leader Richard Gephardt (D-MO) yesterday introduced a bill 
designed to "reinforce the Clinton Administration's Japan trade 
policy, a sharp departure from previous proposals aimed at forcing 
reluctant Republican presidents to get tougher with Japan." The 
bill, sponsored in the Senate by Jay Rockefeler (B-WV), "it much 
more moderate" in its approach than previous Gephardt propesa s. 
Instead o! emphasizing the use of trade sanctions, the Ml woulc 
require two annual reports by the Commerce Department and the 
US Trade Representative desorbing Japan's trade barriers and 
laying out 'oojective criteria" to use as goais for increasing US 
access to the Japanese market to a level matching US access in 
other countries. The results of these reports could be used as the 
basis for US trade action under its Section 301 law. but action is no' 
as mandatory as it would have been under previous Gephard 
proposals. (Related stories: USA-B1; WSJ-A1: FT-A5: J0C-A3) 

Study Urges Calm On North Korea Nukes. A panel ie> 
by former tep US officials called yesterday for a "more coohheacfe* 
approach tc North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, saying trier- 
is a good chance lor a cplomatic settlement if Washington ana it 
allies do not let themselves be thrown off by Pyongyang’s errati 
negotiating tactics," the WT (W. Strobe!) reports. The panel sai 
the pressure to deal is on North Korea ‘because of fts shar 
economic downturn ana inability to break out of isolation." Forme 
assistant secietar/ of slate Richard Solomon said the nude; 
threat is serious, but a "sense of helplessness in negotiating" 
misplaced. (WT-A14) 
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Cuban Exiles Tell Clinton Don't Lift Embargo. 

According to the MH fA. Chardy), "Cuban exties converged on 
Thursday to deliver a message to President Clinton: Do not (if*, the 
trade embargo on Cuba. (MH-.41) 

"Ripples Spread From Megamerger's End." The 

"unraveling of the marriage between the giant phone company (Bell 
Atlantic} and the world's largest caole television ooeratcr [TCI] 
shocked Wail Street yesterday. caus.ng a drop m the stocks of 
many telecommunications companies.'' the WP (S. Sugawara, P. 
ra r hi) reports, mcustry analysts said the sont "will cause ethers to 
reconsider alliances as the television, computer and telephone 
industries begin to converge." Under the headline. “Republicans 
Lash the Administration Over the Be!l-TCI Collapse," the WSJ 
reports Senator Robert Dole (R-KS) 'blasts*' Vice President Gore 
"tor backing the 1992 cable bill and predicts FCC Chairman 
Hundt*s policies will stifle new telecommunications services." A 
NYT (S. Lohr) news analysis is in apparent agreement with the 
Republicans, saying the merger "collapsed because, after the deal- 
makers looked hard at the financial markets anc tighter 
government curbs on cable television rates, the dollars and cents 
no longer seemed tc add up." 'Related stories: WP-A1: NYT-A1; 
WSJ-A1) 

Surgeon General Report Says Tobacco Companies 
Target Kids. A report issued by Surgeon General Joyceiyn 
Elders says that if kids can get through high school without 
smoking, they will probably never start USA (N. Carroll) reports. 
The Surgeon General's report, the 23rd on smoking and health 
issued since 1964. is the first to locus only cn children. Elders 
called for a ban on tobacco ads, saying: "We shouldn't advertise 
something we know to be a poison and a killer." She also urged 
the Federal Trade Commission to pull R.J. Reynolds' Joe Camel 
ads. which critics say target children. The report analyzes 40 
years ct research from more than 150 scientists and found: ”89 
percent of daily smokers first 14 up by age 19. Teen smokers are 
more iikeiv to use pot and cocaine, get in fights, carry weapons and 
practice unsafe sex 80 percent of the studies in the report found a 
link between tow grades and smoking." (Related Stories: USA-A1; 
WP-A1; NYT-Ai 2; WT-A6) 

"Aristide Renews Call to Tighten Embargo." The BG 
(J. Milne) reports deposed Haitian reader Jean-Bertrand Aristide 
last night spelled out his plan to restore democracy to his island 
country, in a speech at Dartmouth College yesterday. Aristide 
stressed some of the same elements that he included in a letter 
sent to the UN Security Council this week. He called for the US to 
back UN plans to tighten the economic embargo against Ha4L The 
UN has been ready tor several weeks to impose tougner sanctions 
against Hafti. but US officials have held out for a political 
settlement, arguing that tougher economic sanctions will^niy make 
Me worse for average Haitians. Aristide said: "A total commercial 
embargo is needed. A swift and intense measure designed to 
force the coup leaders out wil be supported by Haitians. Haitians 


have been suffenng under an embargo tor 20 vsars. An embargo 
that finally h3S as a goal the restoration c! democracy will ce 
welcomed." Accoroing to tne BG. Aristioe "copeared to be using 
the speech in an effort to regain political and dpiomatc momentum 
that weakened as US support seemed tc become more tentative. ' 
(BG-A2) 

Bosnian Peace Talks In Washington Offer Hope. The 

AC (B. Deans) reports Bosnian peace talks to be held in 
Washington this weekend hold out the first real hope lor a 
comprehensive settlement of Europe's bloodiest conflict since 
World War I." "On the table s an icea to hold Bosnia together as a 
single, multi-ethnic state, but to caive out within it a separate and 
largely autonomous homeland lor Bosnian Serbs. That could solve 
a number cl difficult problems, including Bosnia's demand tor free 
and unlettered movement of people and goods across the country 
and access to the Adriatic Sea." According to the AC. "there's 
reason lor optimism" Until a year ago. Croat and Bosnian 
government forces were united against the Bosnian Serbs. 
Territorial disputes led to fighting between the forces. But 
representatives from tne Croatian and Bosnian government will try 
tc work out a deal this weekend to merge Croat-held territory back 
into a multi-ethnic Bosnia (Related Stones: AC-B5; WP-A26: 
USA-A1, 6: NYT-AI, 8; WT-A1) 

"House OKs Home School Shield." The AC (M. 

Christensen) reports the House voted overwhelming^ yesterday to 
protect parents who teach their children at home from possbie 
government licensing or control. Rep. Wilfiam Ford. Chairman o< 
the House Education and Labor Committee, "grumbled that the 
debate was unnecessary - "a solution without a problem." But his 
colleagues were anxious to address the flood of phone cate ove 
the issue. “he furor centered on an amendment by Rep. George 
Miller (D-CA) to a bill extending most Federal elementary and 
secondary education programs another five years. Miller was 
looking to prevent public school systems from assigning teachsrs 
to subjects in which they have no training or certification. But 
parents who teach their chldren at home took the wording as a 
potential threat to license all teachers, even parents. Rep. Did 
Armey (R-TX) vowed to correct the problem wth an amendmen 
that would shield private, religious and home schools that do nc 
receive Federal money from Federal control Armey’s amendmer 
passed, but many parochial schools worry that I night jeopardize 
what aid they now receive from the government. (Related Stories 
AC-A4; WP-A4 (APj; WT-A1) 

Administration Proposes Overhaul of Export Contrc 
Rules. The NYT (T. Friedman) reports the Cbnton Administrate 
yesterday proposed the first major overhaul of American expo 
controls since the Cold War. The plan aims to ease the sale abroa 
of machine tools, telecommunications equipment and other device 
that had been restricted because they could be used to mak 
weapons of mass destruction. Administration officials said th 
legislation *o rewrite the 1979 Export Administration Act, whic 
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e*we$ m Juno, "s intended to balance the Admmstrat;on*s 
commitment to non-proliferation with its oesire to promote and 
increase American eiports. a drying force in the economic 
recovery." However, the proposed legislation did not please the 
business community, which 4pund it stiC too restrictive, nor the 
arms control community, which said i would "open the floodgates 
for rogue regimes to acquire advanced weapons-maftmg 
technology:' The Commerce Department also announced 
yesteroay that it was father relaxing restrictions on the sale 
abroad ot powerful computers, making high-speed mainframe 
computers widely available for export to all but a few "outlaw 4 
countries. (Related stones: NYT-A1; WP-Bi) 

Addicts on Disability Go Unchecked. The bg (S. 
Murphy, C. Sennott) reports the Federal government makes 
monthly disability payments to 1,870 drug abusers and alcoholics 
m Massachusetts on condition they enrol in drug treatment 
centers, but Federal officials acknowledged yesterday no one 
checks to see if they indeed are receiving help. The Social 
Security Administration has, in effect, lost track of those receiving 
the S480-a-month allotment tor addicts. Massacnusetts is one of 
17 states with no way to ensure they get treatment. Susan 
Harding, a field officer tor the Sociai Security Administration's 
office in Boston, said the administration wd award a contract next 
month to a private agency to begin findtog treatment programs for 
addicts and alcoholics who get the SSi benefits based on their 
addictions. (BG-A1) 

Personnel: The WP (A. Kamen) reports Clifton Gaua, a 
member oi Hillary Rodham Clinton's health care reform task force, 
wil be taking over the Agency for Heaith Care Policy and 
Research at the Heaith and Human Services Department Jam! 
Clinton will be departing the position to head the PHSt southeast 
regional office in Atlanta. President Clinton yesterday sad he 
would nominate Melba Chavez, director of San Francisco's 
juvenile probation services, to be Administrator of the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. Ryan 
Cracker, a career foreign service officer, is to be Ambassador to 
Kuwait and career officer Edward Walker dr., deputy to UN 
Ambassador to Madeleine Abright, is headed for Egypt Unda 
Roaenstock, a professor at the University of Washington, has 
been named director of the National institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health, part of the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention. (WP-A19) 

HEADLINES OF NOTE 

•A Summit On Hom el e ss Veterans' (USA-A3) 

White House Volunteering Few Answers In Travtfgtee: GAO Investigators ToM 
To Put Questions In Writing* (WT-AJ) 

•Lebanon Pledges Stongv Security; US Pressure Prompts Beirut And Syria To 
Seek To Hal Attacks In Souft* (NYT-A6) 

•Vise Rule {Baiting HIV-Infected A£eni) To Be Waived For Gay Games* (NYT- 
641 

*USOA To Seek Ruing Approving trradation To KM Meet Bacteria* (WP-A3) 


'Judge Approves A Cass-Action Sul By Blacks At toe irmKmon Service* 
(NYT-A121 

Curable Orders Increased Agtn to January. Bg-Ticket Goods Junped J.7S 
Prom Pnor Monti For Safe Skatfl Gain' (WSJ-A2) 

*0-7 Gathering To Put Russi to The Spotoghf (WSJ-AJi 
•FarrsMum Response To House: Allow Me To Come And Testify* (WT-A4) 

"mm grants. hfiddtoman Rob US Of Mlions n Welhre Fun*' (WT-A7fAPD 
*Ecytng Reform Targets Pentagon* (WT-A8) 

'Amercan Schools Gecomng Resegregatad* (WT-A9) 

'Vietnam Wants US To Tak. Not Lsctbre* (WT-A16I 

‘Stocks Fall On Fears of Rate Rfss. Gtobd Markets Slip; Dow Off 51 .78 Points' 

(NYT-01 1 

•Demjanjuk Case Appeal By US is Turned Down* (WP-A185 
•CInton AdmraskaOon Backs Bi To Ovaihaul Procurement Sysferrf (WP-A19) 
*225 in House Sign Pledge Agarst Bas in Wring. Gey Grouper Pol Says* (WP- 
A19> 

*1 0.000 Filipinos Win $1 2 Bflfion From MwoosT (WP-A18) 

•Curable Orders Increased Again Outing January; Sg-Tkket Goods Junped 3.7 
Percent From Prior Monti For Stall Stalgft Gain* (WSJ-A2) 

*G7 Gaftering To Put Rusm to fit Spottght Despite Internal Frictions. 
Industrial Nations' Club To Focus on Outsider* (WSJ-A2) 

'Nationwide-Bank BH Picks Ip Steam As Even Opponents Set Measure 
Passing* (W&.-A3) 

LAST NIGHTS NETWORK NEWS 

To purchase • story summary torn US Newtwss. cal 202447-2770 
ABC World News Tonight 

1 Eariior Defection Slowed Down Detection of CIA Doufcls Agent 

•Bob ZaWck - Wastwiteon - 236 

2 Yeltsin Speaks In Paritement Russians S«y Spying Oone by Al 

-Oar/ktEnaor- Moscow -130 

3 Secy Christopher Rejects Congreffiond Cols to End Russian Aid 

-PtterJenntogs- New York- 0:15 

6 President Clinton TrtesHedft Cara Canpsign to Connecticut 

-Peer Jennings -New Yak- 020 

7 Annual Surgeon General Report Released. Slams Tobacco Companies 

-George Start - WatNngtei - 1 M 
5 Hometess Veterans March on VABuMng in Benelts Protest 
-Jsctee Judd - Washington - 220 

10 Japanese bland of Okinawa Wants Removal of US Milary Base 

•Mark Like - Okmwe. Japan- 2:10 

1 1 Bosnian Negotiation! to Be Moved to Washington 

-Peter Jenrangs - New Yark- 0:10 

12 She! K«s Tenet Bosnian MdlmWfegaMedfealCMe 

-PtterJenntogs- New York -0:10 

CBB Evening News 

1 Probe of CIA Examining Pesabflty of Ofeer Double Agmts 

-Ottid Martin - Watttfon -220 

2 Yeltsm Aides Warn Against *Ov w <h u it la ntf Spy Case 

•Dan Rathv - Nat York-025 

3 Muslim. Crete Leaders From Berta Agee to Meet in US 

-Dan Rafter- New York -025 

8 Cfnton Campaigns For HeaMt Ptan; AARP Holds Back Endorsement 

•On Rafter- New York- 026 

1 0 TO. Bel AUntic Puing Plug on Merger 

•Dan Rafter- New York- 020 

1 1 Surgeon General Aims Anti-Smoking Warning at Tesns. Stem Adi 

-Bob Amot- New York -3.-05 

NBC Nighty Newt 

1 Kerrigaa to First Placo. Practices: RtvetaCoOlde on leo 
-Ro urn Otteti - Liehsmnw, Norway - 2:10 
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2 Joycean Elders launches Assault on Adcl«ceni Smotang 
•Robert Hager - Washington - 1 56 

7 The P«> Battle Over Health Care s Befxnd the Scenes 

-Anaree Mtchetl - Washington - 3:40 

8 Stody Says Many Etoerty F*#T *Oo Not Resuscitate* Order 

•Tom Brokaw - New York - 025 

9 FOA Announces Ctosetg of Three Siemens Pharmaceutical Plants 

-Tom Brokaw - New York - 030 
’0 Planned TCI-Bell Alantic Merger is Off 
•Tom Brokaw - New York- 0.1 5 

1 1 ClA Director Defends Agency on Capitol Hill 

-Pete Wiliams - Washington - 2:05 

12 Yeltsin Add-esses New Parliament Speecn Nc tatHe tor Candor 

-Sob Abernathy - Moscow - 1 :60 

13 Bosnian Peace Talks to Move to Washington This Weekerd 

•Tom Brolaw - New York - 0:1 5 

WASHINGTON'S SCHEDULE 

WHITE HOUSE : 

PRESIDENT CLINTON • Meats with senior 'J.S. regonal military 
commandants tor periodic review: meets with Bosnian Prime Minster 
Silajdrc: meets with NCAA soccer champions, the University of Virginia. 

U&SEHAIE: 

BANKING. HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAIRS - 10 a m Hevrg on mjtud to 

stock conversions. Jonathan Fiechter. Director. Oflce of Thrift Supervision: 


Denck Cephas Sucenrtendant of Banks State of New York ana otoers 538 
Dirkssn 

ENVIRONMENT AND PUBUC WORKS • 9 a m Business neeting on the 
Graham sucstrtute tc S i 114 the Water Pollution Prevention end Control Act 
oft994 406 Dirkser 

FINANCE • 9:30 a m. Social Sacunty and Fanif/ Policy Subcomrnttee 
Hearing on v/eifere raterm Witnesses to be announced. 215 Dirksen. 
FOREIGN RELATIONS • 10 a.m Heanng on itie conkmawn of Thomas 
Baldm to oe J.S. Co:hmss«nar on ihe Intematicnal Joint Commssion tor 
U.S. and Canada. Charles Baquet to be Deputy Director tor the Peace Corps: 
and others. 419. Dirksen. 

US HOUSE : Meets at Ham 

BUDOET • 9 30 a.m Continued heanng on FY'95 budget Merrbws of 
Congress and public witnesses 210. Camon. 

NATURAL RESOURCES • 10 a.m Native Amencan Aftoirs Subcommittee. 
Heanng to discuss tnbai seikgovemanca Interior Assistant Secretary Deer. 
Department and public witnesses 1324. Longwortv 
OTHER : 

CANADIAN MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIR8 • Canada's Fore*n Affairs 
Minister. Andre Ouetet is Washmgton to meet with Secretly of State 
Christopher Ouetlet holds a news conference at 3:30 p.m at the Cwtadian 
Embassy. 

HIGH TECH • it 00 am Amencan Electronics Association (AEA) wil hold a 
press conference lunch tc reieese toe hi$i tech industry's Irstever workforce 
stotl standard!. Secretary Robert Reich of toe Department of Labor, kontine 
worker Jamas Calar and Jm Bixge. Vice President of Motorola. Inc. wil 
answer questions. 
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DRAFT March 5, 1994 DRAFT 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

subject: Contacts, w ith Trea sur y Of ficials 

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of three 
contacts between White House staff members and employees of the 
Treasury Department and with regard to Congressman Leach's 
inquiry. In particular, you have asked whether White House 
employees violated any ethics laws or regulations by engaging in 
discussions with Treasury officials on September 29, 1993, 

October 14, 1993, and February 2, 1994 in response to inquiries 
the Treasury Department had received from the press and/or 
procedural issues that were to be, or had been, discussed with 
Congressional members, their staffs, and the press. 

I. P3<?Kqrpun_a 

This memorandum is based solely upon the following understanding 
of the facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred 
on September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC”) was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact was brief. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for The New York Times . The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign. White House officials, 
including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and Bruce Lindsey, met 
with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, Chief of Staff of 
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the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate responses to The 
New York Times inquiry. This meeting was relatively short. 

The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials, including Maggie Williams, Harold 
Ickes and Bernard Nussbaum, on procedural matters f i.e. . the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
was relatively short. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based solely on the 
facts described above. If other issues were raised during any of 
these contacts, such issues necessarily would have to be 
evaluated independently. 

II. General Principles 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. ££. 

3 U.S.C. S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those 
duties or tasks that are required of them in their official 
capacities for the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under authority of 
one's government office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official 11 and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
roles of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
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White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, wh4Le a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review them for any issues that should be addressed 
before the return is filed and made public. Similarly, where 
most persons personally must pay for the services of 
calligraphers and cooks, it is appropriate for the President, 
pursuant to authority granted by Congress under Title III, to use 
federal dollars to pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, 
because the public is interested in knowing a considerable amount 
about personal matters related to the President — e.q. , where he 
is taking vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his 
back — it is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue 
official statements about these matters. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. Agency investigations touching or affecting a sitting 
President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise official 
issues that the White House must address. For example, such 
matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and members of 
Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Rev iSYLP-f. tbe Tr e a sury Contact? 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether there was any violation by White House officials under 
the specific ethics regulations and laws. We have reviewed the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch Employees, 5 
C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest statutes, 18 
U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the following provisions 
as potentially relevant to the contacts at issue: 5 C.F.R. SS 

2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 502, 702, 703, 705; 
and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 and 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain • • • nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
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affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity. 11 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(bH7) and 702. 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 

This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance the U.S. Office of Government Ethics 
("OGE") provides regarding the application of the provision 
governing the use of public office for private gain. OGE states 
that "issues related to an individual employee's use of public 
office for private gain tend to arise when the employee's action 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 

individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts -- namely, because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. See 57 Fed. 
Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualification whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, are prohibited by this 
provision. 
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benefits those with whom the employee has a relationship outside 
the office^- and the language of S 2635.702 is intended to 
pinpoint this conduct without unreasonably limiting employees in 
the performance of their official duties." 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 
(August 7 , 1992). We believe it is important to apply this 
provision in light of its goal, namely, prohibiting official 
actions for personal or private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and "other benefits. " As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. None of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 
their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter -- 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.S. Attorney's Office on the referral. White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
members. Second, each of the contacts was for an official 
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purpose — namely, to address anticipated public inquiries that 
the White Bouse likely would receive in the wake of referrals. 
Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, rather than going 
' to the nature of the actions, went to the way in which the matter 
should be discussed officially. 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;” an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. § 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at a 
fundraiser), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office) , is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials. White House officials did not 
confer any benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The Standards of Conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the lav 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.101(b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney. 



509 


X000402 


represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
persoitrwith knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter, 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee considers, including the nature of 
the relationship between the relevant parties, the financial 
effect, the nature and importance of the official's 
participation, and the sensitivity of the matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(d). 

The matter does not involve parties, or representatives of 
parties, with which any of the White House officials have a 
"covered relationship." See note 2. Therefore, it would not 
have been necessary for any of the White House officials to 
invoke the authorization procedures outlined in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the Standards of Conduct 
requires that an employee who is concerned that circumstances 
other than those specifically described in section 502(a) would 
raise a question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R* 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. 


consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant* 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO* 


7 




510 


X 0 0 0 4 0 3 


Because the regulations have been in effect for just a little 
over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality, other 
than the covered relationships. There are no examples in the 
regulations and no decisions from OGE on the more general 
standard matter. 

C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.703(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts do not suggest that White House 
officials knowingly disclosed nonpublic information. Instead, 
White House officials were the recipients of information provided 
by Treasury employees whose actions appear, and at the time 
appeared, to have been take in their official capacity. We do 
not have reason to believe that this information had "not 
actually been disseminated to the general public and [was] not 
authorized to be made available to the public on request. " 

5 C.F.R. s 2635.703(b)(3). 

Because the contacts were made to enable White House and Treasury 
officials to respond to press inquiries, there appears to have 
been no reason to believe that the information was nonpublic and 
was not to be disclosed. In particular, with regard to the 
February 2, 1994, contact. Hr. Altman stated that the information 
about which he briefed White House officials was provided to 
Congress and members of the press. Mr. Altman's statement 
suggests that the information was authorized to be disclosed; 
additionally. White House officials would not have a basis for 
thinking that the information provided by Treasury officials was 
nonpublic information. White House officials would therefore not 
have been in a position to N knowingly n disclose nonpublic 
information. Xd. at S 2635.703(b). 4 S 


4 Under the Standards of Conduct, "nonpublic information is 
information that an employee gains by reason of Federal 
employment and that he knows or reasonably should know has not 
been made available to the general public. " 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.703(b). 
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D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties . " 5 C.F.R. § 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 

prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 
subordinates to engage in nonofficial activities that personally 
benefit the supervisor. 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when meeting with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties — 
discussing the official response of the White House to inquiries 
arising as a result of actions taken by the RTC — and thus, the 
officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner, 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest, other 
than in the proper discharge of his official duties. 18 U.S.C. 

S 205(a). 


9 



512 


X000405 


This statute prohibits representational actions that an employee 
undertakes «in his personal capacity, as opposed to actions that 
are part of his official responsibilities. In other words, 
employees may make contacts and appearances in their official 
capacities on behalf of their employing agency. They are 
expected to communicate with and appear before other agencies to 
discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were made in the 
course of exercising their official duties on behalf of the White 
House and were not made as representations of anyone other than 
the White House. 

iv. conclusion 

This memorandum is based solely on the facts that are stated 
herein and does not analyze the propriety of actions undertaken 
by either Treasury Department or RTC officials, who may be 
subject to additional statutes, regulations, or guidance 
regarding their conduct. With that in mind, it is our conclusion 
that White House officials who participated in the meetings on 
September 29, October 14, and February 2 did not violate the 
criminal conflict of interest statutes or the government-wide 
standards of conduct regulations. 
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Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the lav 
or the ethipal standards. 5 C.F.R. § 2635. 101(b) (14) • 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 1 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 2 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 
Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 


1 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

2 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter* 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any of the White House officials who 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. Additionally, because the 
regulations have been in effect for just a little over a year, 
there is no guidance concerning situations that would require an 
employee to question his impartiality, other than the covered 
relationships. There are no examples in the regulations and no 
decisions from the Office of Government Ethics on the more 
general standard matter. 


If they should have sought authorization, and we are not arguing 
this point, we are not aware of any official having pursued the 
authorization process [CDM — is this true? Was Altman's disqual. 
under this?]. 


Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a). 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

Activities of Officers and Employees in Claims Against 
and Other Matters Affecting the Government 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
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attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. $ 205(a). 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 


insert intoi Hon preferential treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain entities access 
to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at fundraisers), 
which are prohibited other than official tours through the 
Visitors ' office, is treating that organization preferentially. 

By meeting with the Treasury officials, the White House officials 
did not confer a benefit or access to a private individual or 
entity. Therefore, they did not treat any private organization 
or individual preferentially. 

Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(a). There is no evidence that 
suggests that the White House officials disclosed any 
information. Rather, the White House officials were the 
recipients of information provided by the Treasury officials. 

Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties. " 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 

prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters. As discussed previously, we are of the opinion 
that the White House officials were acting in their official 
capacity and not in pursuit of private interests when meeting 
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with the Treasury officials. Therefore , the time spent in the 
meetings was expendend in an honest effort to perform their 
official duties, and the officials have not violated this conduct 
regulation. 
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IV. THE FOSTER 8UICIDB AND SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

Mr. Foster committed suicide in July 1993. No files 
were removed from his office prior to an examination of those 
files by White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum in the presence of 
lav enforcement officers. In the presence of those officials, 

Mr. Nussbaum reviewed and noted the files in Mr. Foster's office, 
including a file related to Whitewater. The files were 
ultimately separated into three categories: those relating to 
White House legal matters, which were assigned out to other 
counsel in the office; those relating to the Clintons' personal 
legal matters, including Whitewater, which were turned over to 
the Clintons' personal attorney; and those relating to Mr. Foster 
personally, which were turned over to counsel fcr the Foster 
family. The few Whitewater files that were in Mr. Foster's 
office at the time of his death were sent to the Clintons' 
personal lav firm for safekeeping and storage. 

V. THE INVESTIGATION 


Shortly before Christmas, press reports erroneously 
suggested that files had been improperly removed from Mr. 
Foster's office before the review described above. To avoid any 
question about the Clintons' desire to cooperate in the 
Department of Justice investigation into Madison Guaranty, the 
President ordered his attorney to turn over all relevant records 
to the Department. As would be entirely routine and to protect 
the integrity of the investigation, the President's lawyer 
requested a subpoena to cover the documents. Delivery of the 
documents to the Department began on January 6. Those documents 
will be reviewed by the grand jury investigating Madison in 
Little Rock. 
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The Coalition for a Congress lonal 
Impeachment Inquiry 

A Pmjast * Tto Common Cweu* • CM tl*ia Avonue ltd « wanna tflf|Ma aiM 
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FOR MOM INFORMATION CONTACT; 
CHARLES ORNOORFF (T03) 9319626 
KEITH APPBf.t. (TO)) Ml.JOOA 


fca gtftAfld at lagn to Beyutsud; 

conservatives launch campaign for congressional inquest 

PHILUESl PROBE NEEDED TO DETERMINE IF IMPEACHABLE 
OFFENSES WERE COMMITTED 


WASHINGTON, D.C— Contiiuativea UuneM t campaign today aa»Wn| an MReU inquiry Into 
chariM of cover-up and cbtttucdon ofjuitiea which mi|ht ratvlt in tea need to dlnet impetchment 
chanas a i* 1 "" fcwldeni Clinton. Howard Phllllpi. Chairman of Tha Cowaivsiivo Caucus, 
nlujcd « Um of 20 oueadoo* ha aid Antillean laxpaycn da terra anawtn to. atai| with radio ada 
urtifll ootiiiotlional action. PhdUpo caDod on Kouw Judiciary CcmrnlBoeo Chairman lack Brooks 
<D»Tm.) to span tha imp*»ehm«m Inquiry. 

"Only in tha oontait of • coniraileoal Inquiry cm wa find out wtictttar tha 
Imoaachmant of BIO Clinton and criminal proaacutlon of BOary Rodham Ctoton an Inalhr 
warrantor Motmtlni avtdanco compel! Comrato to opart an Inquiry to find out If, Indsad, 
Mih procaodltt|i thould go forward,” «ald FhllUpc. 


Ha »m pAa*«««A Tha Cowarvadua Caucus will maks a major after* to forea hcaringa by mr*aiitn| 
public ootaioh thwujh radio, deviate! and nawtpapar ad*. «net mall and phene banki, and ho 
eohood tha panUal many hava draws hatwaaa Whittwtta# and wwrjiw. 

"In 1974 it wm tha Bourn judiciary Commlttaa - on whom staff both Binary Rodham 
and an mot WWta Bourn Cournot Barnard Numbaum aanrad - * 

jftvt rfM it thi coQBirat!v#|y ednof liiutl Incident i® the obyimip of b botched it 

S?53K iSSSSrmS Rodham hid no objaaiona at that thus to MB public > dUMM. 
You cnbotwra that IMLatdd Riqu, Gears* Budt or Don Quaylo wan htvchcd I In mauara 
oo quaodonabla aa tfcota in which tha Clinton* uro InroNad, ear* would notavan bo a debate 
o?ar whether a coofrtubmil Inquiry dtould |0 foward. The Judiciary Commlttaa would 
already bo hoidIn| hearinp,” FhUDpo aald. 

nta caitaarvaOV Cavort rTCft * a <i wi*e*fc nwvcrt/ae* auadle oatty icrtxi a m» A wMh rOM. 

-JO- 



521 



XOOO 41 4 

Tha Coalition for a Congressional 


Impeachment Inquiry 

A FnjMt 01 TM Oonotrrtfvo CCUCVI • Uc U*M AVOW* IM • V*«ie, V»n MM ttl* 


The Board of The Contevatiua Cauoui. *Nch includes attorney*, itmv government 
officials. and recogniied aehoiara, haa concluded Wl - on the baaia of facta whicn 
hava already been made ersHabfa - * u time for ^portean* who lay their cowm/v to 
joami iBMUdmiOt agc udoai m tha U.B House d Reptweniativee to Investigate 

Cfnton with raapa fl to the manoW aaandai wwgn 
haa coma to be known u h MutsW ateraata.* 

We baiiava that 


Mamina wtauw »a Conatitution«t standards for impeachment nova baan mat. 


Mourning evidence auggaata that a maeeive eoveM* haa baan Initiated, and that H 
mgy f*v* bttn muttimlndod Dy tha CUnto^i thamiavtt to coftcoal conduct which ft 
widely perceived to hava been at laut unethical, and probably criminal. 


Theta aia Important quaitiona lot which each of uc - aa voter* and taxpayer* - 
deceive intwart ~ answer* wa win probably ba denied unlaw thara la a fuiwi*dB*d 
Congreadanat muaeflgttton - with afl relevant faau available to the public. 


Only in me context of a Cengnwlonei inquiry can we find out whether Impeachment 
ot ant Clinton and ortninai prosecution of Haajy ftodham CUntcn <a legally warranted. 


Theca of us who ceck a full and fair mvaatlgatlon of lha vary aarfoua laauaa invoked in 
the WhHsWatsrgatWMadnon Guaranty scandal. Induing apparent dwtnwHcn of 
documents and obatnictton ot juatlee. cannot raty on Uwranoo Watotve termor law 
parmar. Robert Flake, appointed by Janet Reno ta ba Bpeofel Counsel, to give us the 
answers. 

In 1974 , it was me House Judfclety Committee (on whoao stall served Hilary Rodtam 
and BMI canton's White Houea oounaat Bernard Nuaabeum) which was oaled upon ia 
Investigate die comparatively minor Iwvat modem to the wvar-up of a botohao 
burglary at the Watergate Hotel. 

Hilary Rodham had no object wa at that lima to full public tfaotoaura. 

You can ba aura that if Ronald Reagan or Can Quayta. or man Gaotga Bush, ware 
involved h mattam so quaattonablo as those w which th# cantons have bean mvowcd. 
theta would not evan ba a debate about whether a Cengraancnel hvaatlgatton should 
preeeod. You could bet your Bte mat the Judtolary Commits# would airaady b# 
holding hearings. 
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But, with liMril Offflooritt ih oompUtt control ot Wh h«um ana sonata. » 

(•1^1 M KIM graai'toot* proMa fir* of concern to toco tho initiation Ol | biputitlfl 
Mnpooetvntni Inquiry by 010 JuOWaiy Commlttao, 

Subitoiiloi evidence exist* lUMaatlng that President Clinton and Hilioiy Aodham 
Cfinun toy# boon Involved In the Wvi^p tM deatruotion c< evidence relating to 
activities whtt\ In many respects, saam to havo boar of a Mriovmiy criminal 
character. 

TWa la a manor to investigation and disclosure by the Congtaaa of iho united State* 
pursuant to fta Investigative authority which (to Conattutian asalgna to tha u.S. 

Houaa of Representatives. 

Members of Congress, elected by and aooountabio to the paoplo, need to babe 
posUon to a*K tha quastlona and gat ma facta. Thia oan only bo dona - fatty ana 
comprahanahraly •• in tha oontaat of Impoachmant proceedhge undar tha auapleai of 
tho Houaa Judfelaiy Commute*. 


O YE8. dgn ma up as an andoraar of 

Tho Coalhtot for • Cenfiaaelonal Impoichment Inquiry 

Mv noma it . _ 

TTtla and nama of organisation; . 

(for Identification only) 

Aayaaa: _ 

City/StatWZIp: .. 

aionahum. _ _ — _ _ _ - — 


For further Information, pfsa«a contact 
Chaitaa omdortt 

703*93 fi- S6U 



523 


{&) 

w 


X000416 


The Coalition for a Congressional 


A fcejeet at tha CitmN I ft Causgs • «0 Maple 


Impeachment Inquiry 

AWMM IM • VImm, VbyMa aiH 


RAOIO AO TOM IROAOCAST ON WMAL.AM (UO) OURMO THE fcrth Uribaugh 
ihov, Wednesday through Friday (Pobnury Ml. IMS 


"What do you think? is it tla* to doasnd that conyrsaa bo* In on 
official public inquiry ooncamlnc tho lnvtiviiMl o i till »«4 
Hillary Kodhas Clinton In tho Kialoon savings IM loon Vhltovotor 
scandal? 

"Hava tho Clintono erehaatratod 0 eovor*up vhteh, in lofoi twraa, 
oaeunto to obstruction of juatlco? 

■tho conoorvotlvo* cauouo hoa launched n notional CosWcn for I 
Congressional Impooohmont Inquiry and vo want xflQi to be yut a c it. 

■S'a Reword Phlllipo, and I'd ilka to sand you 0 Clinton 
Zapoaehaont Kit with 10 quaationa to vhioh Xnorloan tanfoyavo 
daaarva unaware, aa wail aa a Clinton lapaaenaant petition, and 
an notion lint with kay phono nuabora and addraooof of pooalo to 
oonuct. plua putUatood facta about tna danth of vinoo rooter, 
and tho too of Pod oral fundo to benefit till and Hilary' a 
political eronldd. 

"Write thin nusber dawn, ana call today i i*»00-**0-l»00 (cooti 
ai.so/Blnuta). Laava your naao and addraao aa wa aan ruoh you 
your own Clinton inpoaonaant Kit. whathor ar not you contact uo, 
ploaoa oontaot your own congreoeaan and urge hia to aupport an 
off loiai iapaaeniant inquiry." 
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Th« Coalition for • Congrtaaiontl 
Impetchmant Inquiry 

a mm ti n» t*m**)* emm/i • mi Umrn iwu urn • vi w** si* 
uumflya TO wv im mrncAM-VOnm amp taxmypii oituv t aniwua 


iato.ftofla.rci.an imau sr^gxiragfai 

K j«1i UaK urtia tea Iwi Wian 
a sut uaiaiiM mteoito ta U sa 




apoiMQaiiitfSMMfSibn iwn 
h> an Clma 


0*111*1 to C0*ort bo* it* 5IL hi f* farm of Mlhln tMeo. 

mvnfly wrinm hi N ft*™ of tn h*toci4J ca 'Ii leeeunt At toil «n of mo 
i*fe4uttoHilt6*rid0f|/b*«r$aWI’tor«*rwttto t*ha^«* 0*#U*h 
fttv» monty to *to «f I 0*POilOr *VtoiA tMt 0 *»oa'| kmrtoogt it would 
tttllJtula OA Im*** IWIIM of doptoK* fuxk - * tony. 014 *4** Wu 

ttotoULU&to't i rirftfkg afl&itortidaiT 


t) ^odKil to*to| WitoOri fou *4 MidUon GuAVUy, PflOf to tooofroriey, lo Uvt 
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January 26, 1994 


Resolution Trust Corporation 
801 17th Streat N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 30494 

Dear Mr. Altman: 

I am writing to you in connection with tbs letters of January 11. 
1994, to Attorney General Janet Reno and yoursslf. expressing the gravi 
concern that 1 and a number of my colleagues have regarding thi 
expiration of the applicable statutes of limitations with respect t< 
possible wrongdoing et Msdison Guaranty Savings and Loan ("Madison"! 
Wa urged that voluntary agreements tolling the statute of limitations b 
sou ght with all the relevant partiea. That Utter addroseed the urgeni 
need for immediate action with respect to any violations that may have 
occurred, since the applicable statute of limitations may oxpiro as soot 
as March, 1994. 

More than two weeks have passed since we raised this vital issv 
In his public comments, Special Counsel Fisks has already domonetrat 
hie recognition of, and sensitivity to, the applicable criminal statutes 
limitations. 

I have yet to be apprised of what action, if any, the RTC has tab 
to enaure t hat the aoeliceb U eivil statute will no t expire. The Amerit 
people have the ri ght to know if any wrongas&qf WSffpHce in connect 
with Madison. It is squally important that the rights of tire Amsri 
people to obtain a full acMUntingjpg***** wrongdoers be preserved. 



Mr. Roger Altman 
President Interim and 
Chief Executive Officer 
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Tlis BTC should do all in its power to protect the American 
taxpayer by making a definitive interpretation of precisely when the civil 
statute of limitation will expire, and then take action to voluntarily seek 
agreements from potential parties to RTC-initiated legal actions. Should 
the statute of limitations run, any findings that the BTC makes will be 
meaningless-there will he no hearing end the American people will bt 
left without complete redress. 

Members of the Banking Committee staff have discussed the need 
for meaningful action with representative! of the BTC. My staff was 
Informed that the BTC had not yet made a final analysio with respect t< 
the expiration of the statute of limitation. They were also informed the 
no response was iromediatsly available, more than two weeks after thi 
issue was raised--this ii inconceivable and unacceptable. 

In light of the BTC’s failure to respond to these concerns for ova 
two weeks, I am compelled to write again to ascertain what action th 
RTC has taken, so that I may consider alternate avenues that I ca 
pursue in order to protect the interest of the American people wit 
respect to this matter. 1 can see no reason for Author delay on your per 
Please provide me with your conclusions as to the application of th 
relevant statute of limitations with respect to the Madison situatior 
immediately. 


Sincerely, 




Alfonse M. O’Amato 
Ranking Republican 
Senate Banking Committee 


AMD:dn 
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United States Senate 


eoMurrni on ianuno. housino. *no 

UUAN AftJMt 

w*iHwoTON.Deio«io-MTf X 000 4 23 


January 10, 1994 

v* • 


Mr. Roger Al tman 
Acting Chief Executive Officer 
Resolution Trust Corporation 
801 17th Street N.W. 

Washington, D C. 20434 

Dear Mr. Altmsn: 

Enclosed please find a copy of s letter we sent today to Attorney General 
Reno. We would appreciate it if you would consider the request we made 
therein with respect to our concern that the running of the statute of 
limitations may prevent the final resolution of all allegations relating to 
Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan. 

Thank you. 
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Sincerely, 
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United States Senate X0GG424 

COM«tfirrtf Oft ftAMtwO. VOWfMU- MA 

UMUN AIIAJM 

wAMMaron ec toiiMuii 


January 11. 1994 


HunnmbU J«aet Rtno 
Attorney Gononil 
UA DopAttaoal of Juitica 
Wnahmgton, D.C. 20M0 


Dear Aftaroay Gen ml R*no: 

Wap ttuat y«Hi Ka^o rqVy tad Coagnorioiud rrquaats to appoint a 
opadal counsel to axmsine the alifigadaas of potential oineonduet UMt km 
metmtly surfixard con coming Madison Cuanuiy jlvrtap nail Loan ("Madia on”) 

«<ul tho Whitewater Development Corporation ("WhitewaterO. 

Of Mum, w« ctpract no opinion u to arhathar nay of tho ailcgttioaa urn, to 
fnct. true. Nor do wo uipmaa any view u to who may, or may sec, ho involved in 
any mJjooutlaec NemUidcM, wo am writing to ipgtyou to set tamefrtefy to 
took Q g rooaoaU to toll tho re levan t avii n od criminal statute* of limitations, 
whA'Bro nowoiptrirur. ‘ " "" * ' 

Whale wo have our differences with you nvar whether to appoint a special 
counsel uudor your authority, or on ind opeudeol onuaaol followinffTasullioriiatiaa 
of tho Zadicwadeat Comi—1 Art, wo trust that wo am pursuing a ittuuit 
objective? a (fair invoadf otxoa conducted in an objective, fmpagtlnl and 
In depe nd ent fc a h iu n Tho American peopla, the Pmddoat, and Mrs. Clinton 
d e ser ve nothing law. 

Wo axo tamomed, however, that Use goal of feirnsaa and the opportunity Aw 
the Krrsidtat and Mm Chaton tn dlcpol toy doubts about thrtr lank of pmtouai 
involvement la aay of tho alleged misconduct may bo hamprjod by tho frwpioot 
and unfortunate delay* in this cam Aa you am uware. Modiann felled nod was 
Liken over by tho RaioluVioo Thus Corporation in 1M0; many of tho allegation* 
coueumfog Whllowator atom (rum tfaa mid-lMOc. Uowuvor, doo to vmioni fewtera, 
mnludiug tha delayed mmaal of Ley officials 1 a your Dcpmtmaat ami the UA 
Attorney in T.ittia Bock, thoor alltgatirma ham not haca pursued la an espnditiou a 
tan n nor. Aa • moult, immediate actioti in now critical. 

Under tho Federal Otpoait Insurance Act. tho OTC hna only n fivn year 
ported iu which to hrinf a civil suit (hr fraud, suiting from the data it bueome tha 
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amaewfitnr nr rr.f.dvur of a failed inumtuJun. Thun, the ability o! Uio KTC lu Uih« 
civil ucltua auy uspiiWui rally mm Minb. lWi. ilia «wiuUi of Limita tioni 
oiiiuiiaI acuoua involving bank fraud ia 10 yaato from t ho data of th» oecn rr*nnr 
of tha criminal activity. 


Tn imier to rvnolvo w uud aii Hooiuoui rogaidwg Madiaon and 
Whjicwtuur, wo uxvt >uu and tha BTC to mk voluntary a^m^tiwith all 
rwlavant oactieti iftdudiAf tha Fraifrtt and Mrs. Clinton, tHu MeDouguia* Uavni 
ttmIm. JSm OuT Tucktf« fifth Warrl, and the Rear. law Firm, to loll Uio running of 
tho atatataa of Usutadnn* - in other wonk, lu vwk diair u|pna«ant to voluntarily 
waivt th gfljUv frBw. Thcoo ugnmimmU will allow lima kr a eomplata and 
independent invwligaUou uid pvaut tba orderly k **T 

juiUdal prvcvaaai. ItwiHalao ram** lay doubt that the ebova rnmndi partin' 
uiay a— k to uaa the itamta rfHanitationa aa a pmmdnral dcfcnoc. Furthormurv. 
it will the Amman pnhHo that anyone iispticalwl iu aoy wrongdoing 

will juo iwor thiwa allegation* on tbuir mvriU. 


AH'iniyy Gmugal Bono, thank you (hr your conaldaration nfthla request 


Siucaroly, 



cc Kegor Allman 

Raaolution Trim Corporation 
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U S. Senator for Missouri 0 426 


Kit Bond 


NEWS 


FLOOR STATtMCNr 
SFNA1UK CHRISTOPHER S. BONO 
MARCH 3, 1994 

Mr, President. I want to take of lew mlnuton of Urn Senate's time to 
outline where wt art in terms of the on-Qolng disclosure o! the White 
House and the Resolution Trust Corporation winding Madieon (Juaranty. 


As my colleagues know, Madison Guaranty was a Little Rock savings 
and loan which was owned by .larnna McDougal - the business partner ol 
the Clinton's In ilia Whitewater real estate deal. 

Madison Guaranty was a classic $&L story ol Insldar deaHng, 
reckless kmn policies and ulllmale failure with the U.$ taxpayers pinking 
up the tab. Bui In this case there was a smell twint - many ul its 
benefactor* were in politics and Government 

I he tangled web of Madison and Jim Mcdougal has led lo two 
criminal relerralc by Ihe RTC. an on-going civil action Investigation by 
the RTC, d conflict of interest case for the Rose Law Firm, and a trial 
which is about to Btart conctrnlng David Hale. 

II haa also led to the appointment by the Attorney General ol Spoctal 
Prosecutor Robert Heke who Is looking al all these issues to see wlmt 
happened, who was involved, who benefited, and wa 9 there a cover up. 

In the middle of all this action. Republicans In lha House and Senate 
have been attempting to get the facts - not lo Interfere, impede or itnlny 
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the investigation - but In order to fulfill our obligation of oversight over 
those who are now running the Government. 

This means ashing questions of the RTC. the FDIC, the OCC and others 
about whether they are receiving outside pressure, Is the White House 
staff attempting to get information that these so-oaiieti indapendenf 
agencies would never give to anyone else, is this Information being 
provided? If so, by whom? And to whom? 

And as my colleagues Know, it was in the course of asking these 
types of questions - questions some of my colleagues don’t believe 
should even be asked - that we first discovered from the acting head of 
the RTC Roger Altman that he had briefed White House staff on the status 
of the RTC investigation. 

Now for those of you who are saying - stay out of the way, the 
Special Counsel is on the case - perhaps you would be interested to know 
that thle meeting took place 2 weeks after Mr Flake wee named. 

Mr President, let me tell the Senate about this episodt, whloh should 
go a long way toward explaining why the Republicans signed and sent a 
letter to the Majority Leader stating we want a hearing on this. 

When Mr Altman was before the banking Committee on FSb. 24, 1 
asked him a series of questions about now ne, and the RTC iwU boon 
handling the case. Given the sensitivity of the case - with the President 
and the First Lady been named in the criminal referral by the RTC regional 
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office - I asked Mr Altman: 

"Ar*- there special measures taken In tfie resolution of a failed 
thrift when you find it to be affiliated with a high-profile 
Individual? Someone In government for example?" 


He replied: 

"The procedures, Senator which the RTC follows are Intended to be 
identical In each case; and they certainly have been Identical in the 
case discussed this morning." 


He went on to say: 

'When the possibility of a criminal referral was brought to me, I 
took one step. That was to instruct all the relevant RTC personnel 
to handle criminal judgements In the same exact fashion that they 
would handle any other PIS matter with no deviation whatsoever." 


Mr President, I should note for the record that Mr Altman answered 
these questions before he had divulged the meeting at the White House in 
February. 1 should also point out that in the course of this discussion with 
me When he was assuring me and the Senate that the RTC was hasting the 
Madison case In an “Identical” manner, and that the staff should 
treat the criminal referral "In tha exact same fashion” with 
"no deviation whatsoever” - that Mr. Altman didn't see fit to tell ua 
about how they had nut followed the exaot same or Identical pmearfuraa. 


But It only gets worse.' 
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Later In the hearing I asked Mr. Altman: 

•When did you become aware of the RTC recommendation that 
further cTTminal prosecution be taken against Madison? 


He replied: 

last fail. I was advised that a question ot referral to tiie Justice 
Department was under consideration at the RTC. And as other 
members of the RTC will attest, I said that normal procedures with 
no deviations whatsoever should be pursued, including chain of 
command, in terms of reaching that conclusion.* 


i then asked him: 

•Were you aware that the Regional Office had asked the National 
Office to make a determination as to whether the Clinton's name 
should be in the new expanded referral?" 


Altman replied: 

*No. 1 was simply informed that this issue was on the table, and my 
reaction was - and I only had one conversation about it - the 
normal procedure should be followed. That Is the way we are going 
to handle it from beginning to end." 

I than asked: "How was the White House notified of the referral? 

Altman replied: 

They were not notified by the RTC, to the bast ot my knowledge. 
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I followed up with: 

-Nobody in your agency, to your knowledge advised the Whit* House 
atafMhat this was going to be a major - this could be a major 
source of concern?" 


Aitman replied: 

‘Not to my knowledge*. 


Now Mr. President, what we have just heard is the repeated 
assurances that the RTC did nothing different in the Madison case from 
any other case. That the head of the RTC had Instruoted hie people, from 
the moment he was aware of Madison’s new criminal referral to treat the 
case no differently than ail the others. 

But we now know this is simply not true. Not only did the head of 

the RTC brief the White House staff and it bears repeating that by 

briefing 8emie Nusebaum and Maggie Williams. Mr. Altman was briefing 
the very people who stand accused of taking Whitewater/Madison files out 
of the late Mr. Poster's office, and then attempting to conceal that they 
existed - and that, these files are certainly one’s that the RTC's own 
investigators would' want to review. 

Out now wa find out that at least two additional maetlnga 
were held, both late last year as the RTC was putting together their 
second criminal referral. According to the Washington Pmt» , and this 
was confirmed to me by Mr. Altman In a conversation last evening — Jean 
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Hanson, the General Counsel of the Treasuiy briefed Bemie Nuaabeum in 
late Septtfnber, and told him that the Clinton's would be named in the 
criminal referral. 

The second meeting occurred in October, and again Included Jean 
Hanson, plus two other Treasury political appointees, and was held In 
Nussbaum's office. Also in attendance according to the Peal were the 
White House Communications Director Mark Gearan, and the designated 
Whitewater spokesman for the White House, Bruce Undsay. 

Before the meeting, Hanson was briefed by RTC senior V.P. Bill 
Roelie. 

Mr President - something is very wrong. 

Either Mr Altman deliberately misled the Committee - which i dent 
believe he did - or the political appointees beneath him deliberately did 
not biief him, did not correct the record, nor tell the Secretary of 
Treasury what his General Consul was up to, so he could correct the record 
when he was before the Senate Banking committee just 4 days later. 

. « 

Mr. Altman has 'recused himself ~ better lata than never. And the 
President's chief of staff Mack McLarty has now laid down the lew - no 
more meetings, again better late than never, but this Is not something 
that should have to be axplieilly stated. 


But has Ms Hanson recused herself? 
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After all, the hat had three meetings - and she is the General 
counsel, the chief lawyer of the Department of Treasury? 

Did she suggest to Altman that a February briefing was in order? 

Old she sent up other meetings that have not yet come to light? Why was 
she Involved, in the first place. Is it true she has been acting as the 
general counsel of the RTC as there is no one currently In that position? 

We know have 5 examples of what it takes to get the Administration 
to see conflicts of Interest - they have to be caught in the act 

Mr President, for those of us In Congress, who work with the 
Administration an a daily basis - trust is a very Important commodity. 
Unfortunately, it is easy to lose and hard to regain, and the Administration 
handling of Whitewater/ Madison has seriously eroded the trust of many of 
us in this body. 

That is why I support the Minority leaders efforts to get to the 
bottom of all this. 
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SENATE H«»U ILICAN LIADIB 


FOA ZMHBDIATK Utff.KAfiM 
Tlnuidijr, March ^ 1994 


ContavLt Ciarkvon 
(3 02) 224-3350 
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WHITEWATER-MADISON UPDATE 

UnnoorouK P.tt.rn miwwtna <n «?■">» *,? at 

M^ «t».llk4*rM«tor affair- Don’t. Ml « Politic* L Law NnfnrnawnL 

According tn Webstar *■ Dic tionary, the word 'lndopondnnt* 
me aim, and. I quote: *wot .object to control by other*... Not 

looking to others for one** opinion* or for guidance in condnrt.* 

X cita this definition because th# last, tlao Z checked, the 
Resolution Trust Corporation la (supposed to bo on independent 
agency. . .Underscore the word "independent.* nnt, In light of 
reran t press accounts , it appears that I may have to do sun* mors 
rasraron, or Mxhxl«A ' A **T hovo to revise ice definition. 

Tost vooh, wo learned that nogor Altman, th# acting C.E.O. 
ot the n'i*c nnd the No. 2 political appointee at th# Treasury 
Department., net with White Jlouse pAlitloai ufrivlala, allegedly 
to give then n ‘head's up" on tha KTC 9 a oivil investigation Into 
XedifiOA Querenty. Realising hi s biundsr, Mr. Altman 
subsequently— and vary belated iy- -recused himself from the 
Madison matter. 

Today, we reed *5iat ^t^Vffi^lais^T the* Treasury 
Department, after the supposedly independent RTC. askou the 
Justice Department Inst year to investigate pntolblo erimiual 
nativity involving Madison, mot tvioe with members nf the White 
•inuee whltrwNtur Brain-Trust — Hnrnnrd Nussbaum, Bruce T.tndoey, 
nnd Nark Gearou. According to novo accounts, the Treasury 
official s gave the Whit# House staffers a report on tha "statue" 
ot r.hM ktC. ' o investigations nnd informed them that President and 
Mrs. Clinton vnro "named" in the KTC referral » though not snenood 
o£ any wrongdoing. 

Needless to any, tho average American oltlaen who was either 
named In an RTC criminal reforrai or the subject of an RTC civil 
investigation would newer have roooived such high-level 
cooperation from the very people charged with conducting the 
investi.gar.fono* 

oajQggT^u tPfltton 

A dangerouc pattern seematoBe emerging. 

During last year 'a Traveigate fiasco, ovorly-eager White 
House staffers roinod oyubrovs by preasnring a top re! official 
to attend a White Uonse "political strategy* oooaloa, allegedly 
to coordinate a press rasponoo to the burgeoning number of media 
imp trios. Unfortunately, tho supposedly independent FIX went 
alonq with this uharade, changing an J1X press relsnoo to suit 
White Rouse political aseda. 

Today, Whtto Rouse staffers are adopting a similar ploy, 
saying there was nothing wrong with tha Treasury-White uouee 
meeting*: we are told that they were simply sessions to 

"coordinate responses* to press inquiries about the RTC* a 
investigations into nadioon. 

Q uest 1 nna a cover-pa 

Mow, that brings me to another word— "judgment." 

Xn light of tha rmouac news reports, if* bes o min g 
increasingly clear that good judgment is in short supply among 
white House and top Administration officials. Wo doubt about it, 
yon 're asking for big, big trouble, and showing some stunningly 
bad judgment, when you start mixing polities with law 
enforcement* Xt*e only fair to excuse a misstep or tso-nm all 
make mistakes. But whan bod judgment becomes the rule# rather 
than tha cxooptlon— and when those involved don't admit their own 
miMtnices- than it may be time for a little White nnnaa house- 
cleaning. 


(more) 
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And finally, a third word conm% to aind-- "eovcr-np. ■ if the 
white House has nothing to hide about Whitewater, then why oil 
the meeting*? Why all the behind-the-scenac mar.h loot Ions? Why 
"negotiate* a oubpoeno to shield Whitewater document • from public 
scrutiny? And why put youxitwlf in tho dougarous position of 
being charged with compromising whor. ore supposed to be 
” independent* civil and criminal investigations? Covor-up is a 
tough word, but the cunseguonenn of a cover-up can be oven 
tougher. 

— aSflUM Haanpnalhll Ity - Can't Ha HiUXafl 

i don't know what to make of the recent ly-diool naed white 
House-RTC-Treaaury ohonanlgan*, but 2 do know than Congress ha* 
an obligation to ensure that tupywvudly independent lew 
enforcement agenoieo ate just that- -independent . For Congress to 
punt on its ovornlght responsibllltioo is n disservice to the 
American people ...and exposes congress to the charge that ww are 
willing auoampllc.es to whatever Whitewater wrongdoing may have 
occurred a 

rpic lwlnat.t.on on Hold Outll Thorough nearing of MC t Had loon 
ThAfc'a why Sanator D'tooro, nysalf, and 41 uthor ficnnt.A 
Republicans yesterday wrote to tsh* distinguished Majority lender 
informing him that we will object to proceeding to the nomination 
of Ulcki Tiger t, President Clinton's nominee to ohalr the 
support odiy independent Tun:, unless the Senate Banking Committee 
has an opportunity to thoroughly examine tho RTf.'s handling ot 
its civil investigation into Madivojw Todaiy'* mhnrVing 
reveistione only serve to underscore the need for such an 
examination. . .And, more broadly, for hearings on the entire 
Madlaon/Wh1t*wnter affair. 


x 


•f# 


Romanics delivered on Senate floor, approximately 12s 30 PK ET. 
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DRAFT TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRESIDENT'S Q 4 A 
FOLLOWING RE GO EVENT 

Thursday, March 3, 1994 


Thank you. (Applause.) 

THE PRESIDENT: You all relax now, we've got to do a few 
questions. (Laughter, ) 

Q Mr. President, are you concerned about the appearance 
of impropriety of these meetings between Treasury officials and 
the White House? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

Q Have you been able to find out if there have been any 
other meetings other than the one that was reported? And what 
will be done about it? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, the answer is, yes, I'm 

concerned about that. Nearly as I can determine, no one has 
actually done anything wrong or attempted to improperly influence 
any government action. But I think it would be better if the 
meetings and conversations hadn't occurred. 

I think now that there is an actual formal process underway, 
everyone will be much more sensitive. But I have directed Mack 
McLarty to prepare a memorandum about how we should handle and 
respond to any such contacts coming our way in this office so 
that we will bend over backwards to avoid not only the fact but 
any appearance of impropriety. It is very, very important to me. 


I was a Governor for a long time, and there was never a hint 
of impropriety or scandal in my administration. And to the best 
of my knowledge the people who come here to work everyday in this 
administration, there has been no suggestion of abuse of power or 
anyone pursuing some personal advantage. And I want the American 
people to feel that. So I have told Mr. McLarty that we have to 
— we've already talked to people here in the office to make it 
clear that they understand that I — first of all, I feel that 
this — all these investigations, they should go forward, 
unimpeded and as quickly as possible. And I have every 
confidence in what the facts will reveal. So I think that it's 
very, very important that while all this is going on that the 
activity around it should be handled in such a way as to avoid 
even the appearance of a conflict. 


-continued- 
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Later today, I think, we will have the memorandum for you, 
and we* 11 be glad to answer any questions surrounding that. 

Q Well, shouldn't your lawyer be more sensitive to this - 


THE PRESIDENT: I think there was a difference — what we 

have to do — let me say, we are also researching exactly what 
the actual rules are for what kinds of meetings can occur when. 
And I don't want to get into all the hypothetical . But, for 
example, if the press asks questions to one place that are known 
and another place, the answers might be known in the White House; 
if someone’s asking the agency, can they talk or not, I mean, 
that was one of the meetings that was discussed in the morning 
paper. 

I want to make exactly — I want to make it clear that we 
know what the rules are, but as I said — and so I can’t answer 
all those questions, in fact, right now. But in addition to what 
the rules are, what I want the people here to understand is, 
never mind what the rules are, bend over backwards to avoid the 
appearance of it. Let's let this thing go forward. There is an 
investigative process. The records are in hand, as far as I 
know, for the investigators to do their work. Let it go forward. 
We don't need to have any implication that we are in any way 
trying to manage or affect this process. We are not. We must 
not. And I don't want the American people to give it a second 
thought. 

So the memorandum today should make that clear. And I don't 
think there will be further problems on this. 

Q Mr. President, can you elaborate for us on your 
conversation with Prime Minister Hosokawa? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I called him to discuss the — the 

trade issue. And the Trade Ambassador will have an announcement 
on that later today, and then we'll be glad to answer questions 
about it. But I think I should let him announcement first. 

Q — was it a friendly conversation — 

THE PRESIDENT: It was a friendly, a forthright 

conversation. It's consistent with the tone that we've 
established in our relationship. But it was one that I had to 
have today. 

Q — Super 301? 

THE PRESIDENT: We'll have an announcement about that later 

today. 


-continued- 
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Q Actually, could I just ask on this subject — 

Q (Inaudible.) (Laughter.) 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes — (laughter) -- I was beginning to 

think that we were the only two policy wonks in the world that 
love — (laughter). There they go again. 

Q When this report was released six months ago, you were 
predicting, I think it was $108 billion in savings — 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: $106 billion. (Laughter.) Be careful 

not to inflate that number. (Laughter.) 

Q — and over five years — I mean, are you confident 
that the targets can be met? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Absolutely. There was a fundamental 

misunderstanding about the difference between savings and CBO 
scoring. If you have savings and the caps are not adjusted, then 
the CBO says that's zero, but the savings are real. And that is 
the case for every single one of the savings in the report. 

I'll give you quick example — we recommended the closing of 
a uniformed military medical school. The savings involved each 
year in closing that are about, what, $200, $300 million per 
year. Under the arcane rules of scoring, that's called zero, 
because the caps aren't changed. But in the real world where the 
money is spent, that is a real savings. 

And when this all plays out, you'll see that they're real. 
For example, in the '94 budget year, which was only — we only 
caught part of that because we were well into it when the report 
was released — but in that part of the '94 budget year and in 
the '95 budget year, we called in the report for the portion of 
the $106 billion in savings reflected there for $12.6 billion. 

Out of that amount, $12.5 billion will be gained. And our — 
those savings are in the budget, so — give us time. We'll 
demonstrate how and where the savings occur, and they will be 
real. 


THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Thanks very much. 

END 11:26 A.M. EST 
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United States Senate 


COMMITTM ON APPRO WEAPONS 
Washington. DC 20610-4029 


March 3, 1994 


The President 
The white House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President! 

I noted media reports of meetings between Treasury 
Department and white House personnel concerning the 
investigation of the Madison Guaranty Savings 6 Loan. 

Given the facts surrounding that investigation, 
there is a stronc inference that those meetings have 
compromised the investigation and have obstructed the 
investigation of a financial institution in violation 
of federal law. 

Unless your personal review clears the parties of 
wrongful conduct, then I call upon you to terminate 
their employment forthwith without awaiting any 
criminal investigation by the Special Prosecutor. 

If you do not terminate their employment, I ask 
you to advise me of the specifics of precisely what 
occurred in all meetings and conversations between the 
Treasury Department ana White House personnel 
‘concerning the Madison investigation. 



AS /ml 

BY TELEFAX 
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1500 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W. • WASHINGTON, D.C * 20220 * (202) 622 2960 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
MARCH 3, 1994 


STATE M E NT OF TREASURY S£ C RE TAM_LLQYP B EN I3EN, 

I have confidence in the Treasury officials, but to ensure that all ethical guidelines were 
followed, I have instructed the matter be referred to the Office of Government Ethics 
for a thorough review. I did not attend any of these meetings, nor was I informed of any 
of these meetings. 

I have instructed Treasury officials to have no contact with the White House about this 
case. 


m 


LB-681 
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Al D' Amato 

1 ■■■■■ "* NEW YORK' 

Contacts: Washington » Frank C olema n • 202/224-6498 N ow York 


(jlT(3^° 440 

News 

Release 

Zenia Mucha • 212/736*3865 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE : CONTACT s Frank Coleman 

Thursday, March 3, 1994 (202) 224-6498 


REPUBLICANS DEMAND HEARING ON SECRET WHITE HOUSE BRIEFING 
D' AMATO, DOLE LEAD 43 IN BLOCKING CLINTON 'PAL' FOR FDIC POST 


WASHINGTON — U.S. Senator Alfonso TV Amato (R-NY) and Minority 
Leader Robert Dole (R-KS) today announced Republicans are 
blocking the nomination of Ricki R. Tigert to head the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) until the Banking Committee 
holds hearings on the secret Whitewater briefing given by the 
acting head of the Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC ) to top 
White House staffers. 

The GOP position was outlined in a letter to Majority Leader 
George Mitchell, signed by 43 GOP Senators, citing the "heads up” 
briefing acting RTC head Roger Altman gave about the agency's 
supposed independent investigation of Madison/Whitewater to White 
House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum, Deputy Chief of Staff Harold 
Ickes, Hillary Clinton's Chief of Staff Margaret Williams and 
Treasury General Counsel Jean Hansen. 

Calling the meeting "highly improper," the letter said it 
raised serious questions about the alleged independence of the 
RTC ' s investigation and the interference of senior White House 
political operatives in a regulatory matter. 

"The American people deserve to have confidence that the RTC 
conducts its business in an independent and impartial fashion," 
the Senators wrote. "A Congressional hearing is an appropriate 
forum in which to examine tho important ethical and regulatory 
issues raised by the Altman-White House meeting." 

The disclosure of the secret ’heads up" — as Altman called 
it — about the status of the agency' 6 investigation into the 
Madison Guaranty collapse came at an RTC oversight hearing last 
Thursday in the Senate Banking Committee. 

Despite all evidence to the contrary, the White House has 
continued to maintain that the briefing was proper and that the 

k vi <nrrR wprp pr ovi ded to Conaress and the press. 
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same briefings were proviaea to cunyj.«B3 ai 
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Forty-one Senators is the number needed to effectively 
provont action in the chamber. 


A copy of the text of the letter is attached 
— -fc030294- 


X 000 4 41 


United States Senate • Washington, D.C. 20510 • (202)224-6542 

Regional Offices: New York (212) 947- *390 / Albany (S16) 472*4343 1 Syracuse (3i5) /Rochester (716) 263>S666 / Buffalo (716) 846-4111 
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United States Senate 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING. HOUSING. AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON. OC 20610-6075 


March 2, 1994 

The Honorable George J.j Mitchell 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 ; 


Dear Mr. Leader. i 


We are writing to inform you that we will object to any agreement seeking consent 
to proceed to the nomination of Ricki R. Tigert, President Clinton's nominee to chair the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, until the Senate Banking Committee has an 
opportunity to thoroughly examine the Resolution Trust Corporation's handling of its civil 
investigation into Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan. 


As you know, the Acting Chief Executive Officer of the KTC, Roger Altman, 
recently disclosed that hfe sought a meeting with White House officials to give them a 
"heads-up" on the RTC’s investigation. Needless to say, such a meeting is highly 
improper and raises very real questions about Mr Altman’s impartiality and the alleged 
independence of the investigation. Specifically, why were Harold Ickcs and Margaret 
Williams present, in addition to White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum? According to 
the Washington Post. Mr. Ickes the Deputy Chief of Staff, is responsible for Whitewater 
"damage control". Ms. Williams, Chief of Staff for Mrs. Clinton, had previously 
participated *vi+h Mr Nussbaum in searching Vincent Foster’s office and sending all or 
some Ol the materials to' David Kendall of Willi«u;;s awl Connolly who in representing th® 
President and Mrs. Clinton. 

! 

We believe public hearings are required to explore these and other questions 
involving the attendance of political operatives At the White House in briefings by the 
head of a supposedly independent agency on matters thaL have nothing to do with the 
Executive Office of the President. 


* 

We regret having to delay the Senate's consideration of Ms. Tigert’s nomination. 
Nevertheless, the American people deserve to have confidence that the RTC conducts its 
important business In ah independent and impartial fashion. A Congressional hearing is 
an appropriate forum in which to examine the important ethical and regulatory issues 
raised by the Altman-White House meeting. 


Sincerely. 
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AID' Am ato Release 

NEW YORK ■ 

Contact*: Washington * Frank Colsman • 202/994-6498 Mew York > Zsnla Mucha * 212/736 3866 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASES 
Tuesday/ March 1 # 1994 


CONTACT i Frank Coleman 
(202) 224-6498 


D* AMATO BLASTS WHITE HOUSE STATEMENTS ON SECRET RTC gRIgriMOa 
-PATTERN OF DECEPTION" CONTINUES IN KADI SON/ WHITEWATER AFFAIR 

WASHINGTON — U.S. Senator Alfonoe D' Amato (R-NY) today called 
for Senate Banking Committee hearings into secret briefings 
provided by the head of Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC) for 
senior White House political staff about the agency's 
investigation of the Madison/Whitewater affair. 

D' Amato also charged that since the disclosure of the secret 
-heads up- was revealed at last Thursday's Banking Committee 
hearing/ the White House was continuing its pattern of deception 
by suggesting that the same briefings were provided to Congress 
and the press. 

-The White House has now compounded these shocking 
revelations by stating falsely that Congress and the media also 
received these briefings," D' Amato charged. "At the time thie 
secret cabal was masting at tha White House, I was speaking out 
on the Senate floor about the RTC's failure to provide our 
Committee with any information about its activities on the 
Madison /Whitewater mesa. And I have yet to encounter a roportsr 
covering this story who says hs or she was briefed by the RTC, 
let alone its acting President." 

D' Amato, senior Republican on the committee, added that the 
exposure of the secret briefings at a Banking Committee hearing 
proved that Democrats needed to end their -footdragging" over 
whether or not to hold hearings. 

-Only through a Congressional hearing did we learn of this 
very real threat to the integrity of the RTC's investigation, - 
D' Amato pointed out. "We have a responsibility to the American 
people to fulfil our legitimate oversight function. 

"The Democratic members of this committee must understand 
the threat is not Congressional Inquiry, but secret, high level 
off-the-record 'heads-up' meetings between top Administration 
officials and white House legal and political experts, " the 
Senator stated. The secret briefing, described as a -heads-up" by 
acting RTC head Roger Altman was presented to White House Counsel 
Bernard Nuasbaum, Deputy Chief of Staff Harold ickes, Hillary 
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Clinton's Chief of Staff Margaret Williams ana Treasury uenai.n . 
Counsel Joan Hansen. 

Among the questions D' Amato said oould be answered by a 
hearing t Why does White House Counsel Hr. Nussbaum need to be 
briefed on the RTC's investigation of Hadison that does not 
involve the President in his official capacity? And what about 
Hr. Ickes and Ms. Williams? Why in the world would these 
political operatives need to be briefed by a top agency official 
on an investigation that has nothing to do with the Executive 
Office of the President? Were any confidential or non 
conf Idential RTC or law enforcement documents or other materials 
used during the briefing? 


-fc022694- 

Unlted States Senate • Washington, D.C. 20510 • (202)224-6542 

Omet»; N«w Yortr (212) 047*7390 ' A/btny (SIS) 472*4143 / SyrtetiM (314) 423-8471 / lte«luaiM <7l«) 2A3-SM8 / ftoffelc (718) 848-41 11 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMlTTCt ON BANKING, FINANCE ANO URBAN AFFAIRS 
ONI HUNDfttO THINO CONQftMl 
919S BAV0USN MOOSI 0«IC« BUtLMNO 
WAfHlNOTON, PC 20B IB-4010 

March 1, 1994 


Kr« Barnard Nussbaua 
Counsel to tha Fraaidant 
The white Housa 
Washington i D.C. 20500 
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Mr. Stephen Potts 
Director 

Office of Government Ethics 
X20X Mow fork Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 600 

Washington, D.C. 20005-3917 

Me. Jean Hanson 
General counsel 
Room 3000 

Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20220 


Ml*. Art Kueinski 
Chief Ethics Officer 
Resolution Trust Corporation 
soi- 17 th street, n.w. 

Washington, D.C. 20434 

Dear Masers, and Madam: 

On February 3, 1994, Z wrote to the Interim CIO of the Resolution 
Trust corporation (RTC), Mr. Roger Aitaan. asking that he seek 
appropriate counsel as to whether he should raeuse himself from 
matters regarding Madison Guaranty Savings and loan. As Z noted in 
my February 3 letter to Mr. Altman: '•...it would appear ethically 
questionable tor a political appointee of the Deportment of 
Treasury to make decisions for an Independant fsdarel agency when 
the President may be implicated in enforcement and civil actions." 

on February 23 I received a lengthy response to my latter which 
ended with the following sentence: "Z trust this letter fully 

addressee your concerns" [aaa attached letters]. Regrettably, tha 
latter did not fully address the concerns expressed ln my latter of 
February 3. Moreover, it would appear that tha concerns raised in 
my letter were confirmed when Mr. Aitaan taatifiad laet weak before 
the Senate Banking Committee that ha had entered discussions with 
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Pag# 2 

March 1, 1994 


tha Whita Houaa on matters affecting the President's potential 
personal llabilltiaa. 

While it is dubiously credible to think Mr. Altman would have gone 
to the Whita House to discuss only the statute of limitations, in 
that a mere memo would have sufficed, it bears noting again tha 
irony that it was Mr. Altman who on May 4, 1993 , strongly 

recommended by latter to tha Chairman of the House Banking 

Committee that the statute of limitations for civil lawsuits 

against 6&L wrongdoers not be extended. 

Mr. Altman's meeting with White House staff concerning the RTC'* 
actions in the Madison case is an ethical umbrage. Even though Mr. 
Altman has now decided it proper to recuse himself from the Madison 
case, the issue at hand is whether his oonduot violated federal 
ethics guldallnss or stricturae, as promulgated by the RTC. These 
guidelines are listed under 12 CTR $ 1603.7 and include the 

followings 

N Ho employee ehall engage in any action, which might result 
In, or create the appearance of ... 

(b) giving preferential treatment to any person;. •• 

(d) losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(a) making an RTC decision outside official channels; 
or, 

(f) adversely affecting the public's confidence in the 
integrity of the BTC." 

Also, 12 era s 1603.10 states that an RTC "amployee may not, 
dlreotly, or indirectly, use or allow tha use of Information which 
la obtained ee a result of hie or her RTC employment but which la 
not available to tha general public In order to engage in any 
finanolal transaction or to further a private interest*" 

In addition, another issue appears to bs an abuse of the spirit of 
6 U.fl.C 3349. In a technical sense, this statute allows the 
President to name a temporary agency head to fill e vacancy until 
e nominee le confirmed by the Senate. In the event e nominee is 
rejected by the Senste or his/her name is withdrawn, S U.6.C. 3348 
provides that the vacancy may ba f Iliad for not more than 120 -days 
by an individual designated by the President. 

In the case of Mr. Altman's appointment as interim CEO of the RTC, 
ve have a situation where a political appointee of the Treasury 
Department has served aa tha head of an Independent agency for 
approximately 13 months. To some, this circumstance leaves the 
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impression that Mr* Altman's tarn of off lea night have ha an 
lntandad to oolnolda with tha running of tha atatuta of llnltatlona 
for civil lavauita which could affact tha tfhlta Rouaa* 

How that tha atatuta of llnltatlona haa baan extended, a akaptlo 
night vondar if furthar lagal nachlnatlona will occur aa a naana of 
maintaining Hr* Altman'* tanura aa lntarin CEO of tha ETC. Aftar 
all, no nonlnaa to haad tha RTC haa baan formally praaantad to tha 
sanata alnca Mr* Tata withdraw hla nana from conaldaratlon on 
Kovambar 30, whan ha oomplainad of groaa miamanagamant at tha RTC* 

It la ny judgaaant that tha RTC haa had lta independence 
oompromiaad and that it la no longer euffioiant for Mr. Altman to 
racuaa hiaaalf from tha Madleon caaa. It la all too apparent that 
hla shadow looms large at tha agency and that hla immediate 
resignation from all raaponsibilitiaa at tha RTC would appear to be 
the only ethical option at thin time. 

In addition, juat aa one party should not have requested the 
meeting, the other party ehouid not nave accepted it. in this 
regard, Z hereby request a review of whether white House officials# 
Barnard Nussbaum, Margaret Williams, and Harold Ideas, violated any 
ethical guidelines. Hers X would call your attention to the 
following Whito House guidelines i 

3 CTR f 100*739-4 General standards of conduct* 

” (c) in all circumstances employees shall conduct 
themselves so aa to exemplify the highest standards of 
integrity. An employee shall avoid any set ion, whether 
or not speoiflcally prohibited by this subpart, which 
might rssult in# or orsats tha appearanoe oft 

(1) using public office for private gain; 

(2) Giving preferential treatment to any parson; 

(3) Impeding Government efficiency or eoonomy; 

(4) Losing complata indspsndsncs or impartiality; 

(5) Making a Govammant decision outside official 

channels; or 

(6) Affecting adversely the confidence of the 

public in the integrity of the Government. 11 


3 CPR s 100*735-9 Conflict* of interest 
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"(a) A conflict of interest nay axiat vhanavar an 
Vbployee has a substantial or private interact In a 
natter which involves hie duties and responsibilities as 
an employee. The aaintenance of public confidence in 
Government clearly demands that an employee take no 
action which would constitute the use of his official 
position to advance hie personal or private interest. It 
is equally Important that each eaployee avoid beooaing 
Involved in situations which present the possibility, or 
even the appearance, that hie official position sight be 
used to his private advantage ." 

3 CTR g 100.735-21 General conduct prejudicial to the 
Governaent. 

"An enployae shall not engage in criminal, infamous, 
dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgrecsful conduct, 
or other conduct prejudicial to the Governaent." 

With regard to the second of the above citations, it would appear 
self-apparent that "personal or private interest" would apply to 
issues of Individual job security or promotion. In addition, with 
regard to the third, the adjeetlva "dishonest" would presumably 
apply to the issuance of statements of fact that prove untrue. 
Here, I bring to your attention. Hr. Nussbaun's February 10, 1554 
letter to Raps. Lightfoot, Wolf, and Xatook. Z would also ask that 
the possibility be probed that the nesting night havs had the 
sffect of being "prejudicial” to the government's csss in attempts 
to recover taxpayer losses related to the failure of Kadison 
Guaranty. 

I would specifically request that the Office of Government Ethics 
and tha chief Ethics Officer of the Whits House, which Z understand 
to be Hr. Hussbaua or his dssignsa, formally review and provide me 
with a response as to whether the meeting betvsan the three White 
House officials and Mr. Altman violated any guidelines of 

f overnment ethics, regulations, or law. In particular, there is an 
mplicit appearance that public officials dealt with the private 
matters of the President. In this regard, z would hereby request 
a list of any individuals who participated or attended at any point 
in the discussions and from each any notea or recordings of the 
nesting or meetings at the White House or elsewhere on this matter. 

Please provide a full raaponaa to the issues raised in this letter 
regarding the White Route ee well as Mr. Altman by Konday, March 
21, 1994. Thank you for your time and consideration of this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

James^. Leach 
Ranking Member 

oat Mr. Roger Altman 
interin ceo 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
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matters. That’s one. And secondly, it would seem to me that it might clarify the issue - 
certainly I was led to believe, and maybe incorrectly so, that the special counsel was not 
going to look into civil matters. I think it's important for us to ascertain that. And so I 
put that to the chairman that possibly we review that matter. I’m not looking for an 
answer at thisTime - SEN. RIEGLE: Well, I'm going to just - I'm going to take a 
minute and just read it into the record because I don’t want it to be - SEN. D’ AMATO: 
No - SEN. RIEGLE: I know, but it’s important, and the words are on paper, and this 
is the official charter. And I’m going to read from page 5221 of the Federal Registry of 
February the 4th of this year, and I’m going to just read three or four different lines here 
that appear in different places, and here's the first one: The attorney general has 
appointed this independent counsel to investigate whether any individuals or entities 
have committed a violation of any federal law or civil law." And then it goes on in that 
vein. And then over on the next page it says again "... have committed a violation of any 
federal criminal or civil law relating to ..." And then again it says "... any violation of any 
federal law or civil law." And it says it one more time further on down the line here. So 
it’s clear - my interpretation of this is that this does not relieve any regulatory body of 
any proper actionable efforts that it should properly undertake and determine to 
undertake, but it says that the special counsel clearly has the authority to move down 
both tracks if in his judgment he should find that that is warranted. And it’s a very 
important fact. SEN. DOMENICI: Mr. Chairman - SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Domenici, 
let me just say the time - we’re at the point now where either you or Senator Gramm 
will get to ask questions, and you - you’re both here, and I don’t know if either of you 
have a -- one will follow the other, but will either of you have a time problem as to who 
goes first? SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I just wanted to ask you with - on that question on 
your charter interpretation there, or reading - SEN. RIEGLE: It’s not an 
interpretation, it’s what - it’s the final rule that was laid down on the - SEN. 
DOMENICI: Well, what is -- what is the special prosecutor supposed to do if he finds 
civil law violations? SEN. RIEGLE: He has the full legal empowerment to take 
whatever actions he deems necessary - and all the investigative and prosecutorial 
authority to do so. I mean, this is an absolute charter. SEN. DOMENICI: We’ll - we’ll 
- thank you very much for that. SEN. RIEGLE: You can take a look at it. SEN. 
DOMENICI: Senator Gramm, I have a little bit of time, although I’m late for some 
events. But if you want to go, I’ll let you go and I'll follow. It - Will there be another 
one from the other side that has not inquired yet? SEN. RIEGLE: No. You are the 
last two that have a chance to question, so - SEN. DOMENICI: Well, go ahead. Could 
you keep it briet senator? Short? SEN. RIEGLE: - and then we’ll go back and forth, 
senator. SEN. : No. SEN. DOMENICI: No? (Laughter.) SEN. RIEGLE: Senator 


Gramm. SEN. PHIL GRAMM (R-TX): You vpnt-tirgo^ad? SEN. DOMENICI: No, 
you go. You got the time clock right there. SEN. GRAMM* Let me begin. I’ve just got 
a simple question that I want to ask of most ofrthe-menibm of the panel, and let me 


just read it Mr. Altman, I want to ask you first. Have you Oj jmy member of your st aff 
had any communication with the president, the first lady, or any of their representatives. 
includin g their legal counsel or any member nf thf jr White House staff, concerning 
Whit ewater or the Madison Savingsand Loan? M R. ALTMAN: I’ve had one 
substantive contact with White House staff, and I want to tell you about it. SEN. 


GRAMM: Okay, let me, if I may, just - given that "yes" Fd like to know what the 
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substance of the communication was, when it occurred, who initiated it, and what you 
were asked to do. MR. ALTMAN: Right First of all, 1 initiated it. About three weeks 
ago, Jean Hanson, who is Treasury’s general counsel, and I requested a meeting with Mr. 
Nussbaum - he’s the White House counsel. The purpose of that meeting was to describe 
the procedural reasons for the then impending February 28th deadline as far as the then 
statute of limitations was concerned. I’m sure you know that that statute of limitations 
has subsequently been retroactively reinstated for certain types of civil claims. And we 
explainedthe process whi ch the RTC would follow in reaching a decision before that 
Febmarv^Ttr dcadlin erth aTit would be exactly identica TTo procedures used in any ntKer 
case s^ any other PLS ^as e, an d that the RTC fundamentallT^UPtd'c^ 
as towhether or not there existed the basis for a claim or wheth eflFere didn’t. And id ~~ 
the evenrtftat the basis for a claim existed, then it would pursue either a tolling 
agreement, which is the equivalent of a voluntary extension of the statute of limitations 
from the parties at interest, or it would file that claim in court. That was the whole 
conversation. I was asked one question. That was question was whether we intended to 
provide the same briefing to attorneys for the parties at interest. I said I assumed so, 
went back - (inaudible) - and checked with the RTC general counsel. The answer was 
in due course. I said fine. That was it. I have not had any contact with the president of 
the United States or the first lady on any matter like this. SEN. GRAMM: If I may, let 
me pose the same question to Mr. Hove. Have you or any member of your staff had any 
communication - SEN. RIEGLE: Mr. Hove, let me just - I don’t know if you know. 
This question’s being addressed to you. SEN. GRAMM: Have you or any member of 
your staff had any communication with the president, with the first lady, with their 
representatives, including legal counsel, with members of their White House staff 
concerning Whitewater or Madison Savings and Loan? MR. HOVE: Our director of 
the Office of Communications at the FDIC had received a call from a press person at 
the White House after the second article appeared The Chicago Tribune regarding the 
First American issue. They asked, did we have any statement? And the response given 
to the White House was, no, we did not have any statement SEN. GRAMM: So they 
were asking you to respond to the press statement? MR. HOVE: It was Mrs. Clinton’s 
attorney. SEN. GRAMM: Mrs. Clinton’s attorney - MR. HOVE: Fm sorry. It was Mrs. 
Clinton’s attorney - 

SEN. GRAMM: - called you? MR. HOVE: It was Mrs. Clinton’s attorney that called 
the FDIC Office of Communication. SEN. GRAMM: So Mrs. Clinton’s attorney called 
the FDIC and asked you to respond to a press - MR. HOVE: No, no, that’s not what he 
said. SEN. GRAMM: Well, Tm asking the question. MR. HOVE: Yeah. No, but that - 
but - SEN. GRAMM: Fm not trying to speak for you. What did Mrs. Clinton’s attorney 
ask you to do? MR. HOVE: They asked did we have any statement, and we responded, 
no, we did not have a statement SEN. GRAMM: Would it be normal that someone’s - 
did this attorney work for the federal government? MR. HOVE: No. This was Mrs. 
Clinton’s attorney. SEN. GRAMM: When did this call occur; do you know? MR. HOVE: 
After the second article appeared in the Chicago Tribune, and I can’t tell you the date of 
that It’s been in the last what two weeks or so? I don’t know. SEN. GRAMM: And 
you were asked if you had a response that you were going to put out on it; you said no. 
MR. HOVE: That’s correct. We responded to the first statement the first article that 
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appeared in the Chicago Tribune, pointed out the errors of that article, that it was not 
an FDIC matter, exactly the same thing that I responded to Senator Faircloth. SEN. 
GRAMM:- And to the best of your knowledge, you've had no other communication, you 
and your staff have had no other communication with all the people that - MR. HOVE: 
That’s correcffSEN. GRAMM: Let me pose the same question to Mr. Fiechter and to 
Ms. Ford. MR. FIECHTER: To the best of my knowledge, I know I have and OTS staff 
has had no communication whatsoever with anyone from the White House about this or 
that list that you included in your question. MS. FORD: No, the Oversight Board nor I 
have had any involvement in this matter. SEN. GRAMM: Let me raise a second 
question, and it’s a thing that I’ve tried to understand in looking at where we are and 
what we need to do to get on with finishing this matter. Part of the problem that we 
have had in the past with regard to congressional hearings and congressional involvement 
really has involved two things! One has been the granting of immunity by congressional 
pahels for people who would testify. The other is that under the Constitution, the 
testimony of a member of Congress is a privileged matter that is given special treatment. 
In this case I’m not aware that anyone in holding a congressional hearing or looking into 
this matter would be talking about ~ I don’t know of a committee that would be 
empowered to grant immunity. No such resolution has passed the Congress. We’re not 
talking about a member of Congress, where there’s special constitutional provisions. Pd 
like to just pose the question: What would be wrong with letting members of this 
committee that have oversight responsibility look at the records in this case or any other 
case where we have oversight responsibilities? Mr. Hove, let me pose that to you and 
Mr. Altman, and then I see my time is up and I’ll stop. MR. HOVE: Our position is that 
we will make access available, and we have, to Congressman Leach, to all information 
that is, again, non-confidential documents. SEN. GRAMM: How would you define what 
is confidential? MR. HOVE: Again, those that would -- (pause) - those that would 
involve privacy information that would be non-germane to this issue. SEN. GRAMM: 
And you would make that judgment? MR. HOVE: Yes. SEN. GRAMM: Mr. Altman? 
MR. ALTMAN: First of all. Senator, we have already provided volumes of documents to 
the Congress. Senator D’ Amato referred at the very beginning to documents he received 
last evening, and I would have liked him to receive them earlier, but we only got the 
request last Friday. But in terms of Congressman Leach, who has also received those 
documents, he has had them for some time - if my memory serves, 6,500 pages - the 
RTC has been asked not to make information about criminal referrals in the Madison 
matter public, and it’s standard practice not to release information of that kind or any 
other which might compromise a criminal investigation. And of course, we’re cooperating 
with the independent counsel to try to assure that we don’t release any information 
which would jeopardize his investigation. And as I said earlier, I would think you would 
not want us to do that in order that that investigation should proceed as it should. SEN. 
GRAMM: Mr. Chairman, if I could have your indulgence, I’ve got here a text of a 
newspaper article in Phoenix that contradicts something that Mr. Hove said, and Tm sure 
he doesn’t want to let it stand. I've got a response, apparently after the second article, 
where the agency - the FDIC did in fact make a statement. It says the agency said Mrs. 
Clinton’s involvement in the case was not extensive enough to constitute a conflict of 
interest under rules governing federal regulation of savings and loans. I’ve got this if you 
would like to see it MR. HOVE: Was that after the second - we made a comment - we 
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made a public comment after the first article appeared - SEN. GRAMM: This is 
2/16/94. MR. HOVE: Okay, and I don’t know when those articles appeared. SEN. 
RIEGLE: Why don’t you take a look at it, and let’s go to Senator Domenici and then ~ 
SEN. GRAMM: (Aside ) - When did the other one occur, what's the date on the other 
one? MR. H(JVE: Senator, we commented after the first article appeared to correct any 
inaccuracies that was in the report. The involvement that Mrs. Clinton had in that case 
was, again, as I mentioned to Senator Faircloth, that she signed an amended complaint 
for her partner, Vince Foster, who was the attorney who was involved in the case. That 
involved two hours that was billed on Mrs. Ginton's part on that case in which she 
signed the amended complaint. As far as we can determine from the records we have, 
that was the involvement that she had had, and that’s what we released at the time. SEN. 
GRAMM: Well, if you would take a look at this and just let us know in writing if this 
was the second one, how the response was made, who made it, why they made it, it'd be 
fine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Domenici. SEN. PETE V. 
DOMENICI (R-NM): Mr. Altman, Stanley Tate (sp) was nominated by President 
Clinton to head the RTC, and while preparing for that confirmation he was at the RTC 
in a consulting capacity. That's all true, isn’t it? MR. ALTMAN: Yes, sir. SEN. 
DOMENICI: When he withdrew his nomination, he attempted to release to the public 
materials he had prepared containing the RTC operations. Are you and the board 
familiar with the document that I refer to? MR. ALTMAN: Generally, sir, yes. SEN. 
DOMENICI: Why did the oversight board prevent Mr. Tate (sp) from releasing that 
document? MR. ALTMAN: Well, first of all, it was released. SEN. DOMENICI: Well, 
you released it - when he left it was not released and you claimed it should not be 
released. But then eventually you provided the document to Senator D* Amato, I believe, 
or my office, but that was December 23rd, 1993. Why was it not released when he 
wanted to release it? MR. ALTMAN: Well, senator, my recollection is that it was 
released rather promptly. Maybe not the day after he submitted it, but as a federal 
employee -- consultant, the materials properly would be - were reviewed by his superiors 
before being released. But I think the point is they were released in short order. SEN. 
DOMENICI: Well, did the RTC or the oversight board alter, edit, or sanitize this 
document before releasing it? And let me say if not, why did Dietra Ford, oversight 
board executive director, send a memo - and I have that - dated November 30th to you 
about these materials which included the following sentence: Tm forwarding the 
enclosed so that you can see the original materials and fully understand the disaster we 
narrowly avoided." Those last - that last sentence is a quote. What was the disaster that 
Mrs. Ford was referring to? Was this a reference to Madison? If it wasn’t, fine. If it 
was, I think maybe we ought to know about it MR. ALTMAN: Senator, you should ask 
Mrs. Ford that question. SEN. KERRY (?): You may not like the answer, but - SEN. 
DOMENICI: Well, I just got this letter, and it deserves an answer. If it’s not what I 
want, that’s fine. That’s what we’re here for. MS. FORD: We received the 200-page 
document the morning of his press conference, and we had only a quick time to take a 
look at it at the Oversight Board. The deputy general counsel of the Oversight Board 
and I advised - SEN. : Pull the microphone up. MS. FORD: We advised Mr. Tate that 
the material should be reviewed by the Oversight Board staff, myself, as well as the 
interim CEO, Mr. Altman, before they are released to the public and that he was a 
federal - special federal government employment and, therefore, he was subject to the 
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rules that apply in terms of ethics, the Office of Government Ethics, that applied to the 
release of documents which he obtained during his tenure as a federal government 
employee. SEN. DOMENICI: Well, what’s what your letter says. MS. FORD: That’s 
right. SEN. DOMENICI: But what was the "disaster that we narrowly avoided"? MS. 
FORD: It was my interpretation that, to release those documents before anyone in the 
Oversight Board staff, the attorneys involved, or - who advise us, have a chance to look 
at them, was inappropriate. And that’s my choice of words - "disaster." I think it’s 
inappropriate to release documents before we know what they contain. SEN. 
DOMENICI: I thank you. Let me quickly move to a couple of other ones if I might. Mr. 
Altman, I think you told Senator Bond that you would not make available any documents 
that, quote, "would have a negative impact on the legislation," closed quote. MR. 
ALTMAN: No, I don’t think so. SEN. DOMENICI: No? MR. ALTMAN: I said - I 
think I said that we would try not to release any documents that would have a prejudicial 
effect on the investigation. SEN. DOMENICI: Well, this committee held hearings on the 
failure of the Bank of New England in the context of an unsuccessful confirmation 
hearing on Bob Garke. This committee explored in detail transactions related to that 
bank. Voluminous documents were made available. Maybe this is distinguishable, but it 
seems to me that the same question could be asked here. Why can't you release all of 
these documents for this kind of hearing? MR. ALTMAN: Senator, we have had -- or I 
am advised we have had a couple of conversations with Mr. Fiske, the independent 
counsel. He has asked us not to release any documents that could jeopardize his 
investigation. I don't know why you would want us to do that, to jeopardize his 
investigation. We certainly don’t want to. 

SEN. DOMENICI: I don’t want you to. MR. ALTMAN: And we’re respecting his 
request. SEN. DOMENICI: But if the special prosecutor has no objection to the 
committee being provided copies of documents, can the committee then count on the 
RTCs full cooperation in providing them. MR. ALTMAN: You should direct that 
question to Mr. Fiske. SEN. DOMENICI: No? If he has no objection, then can we 
count on you to release them? MR. ALTMAN: I think the answer is yes. SEN. 
DOMENICI: Does the RTC have an inspector general? MR. ALTMAN: Yes, sir. SEN. 
DOMENICI: Has the inspector general investigated the conflict-of-interest allegations 
regarding the Rose firm? MR. ALTMAN: I don’t know the answer to that Fm nearly 
certain it’s no because, as you know, it wasn’t the RTC that ever had any retainer 
relationship or other relationship with the Rose firm. SEN. DOMENICI: But you’re kind 
of the natural successor to what went on there, and I believe - I think when you took 
over you began some investigation of that. We’ll show you that in a minute. But my 
question is, if the FDIC agreed to have its IG look into Madison, would there be any 
reason why you wouldn’t? MR. ALTMAN: I have no objection to the IG’s looking into 
any matter that he sees fit to look into or that he’s requested on an official basis to look 
into. That’s what he’s there for. SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Domenici, I don’t want to be 
arbitrary, but I do want to try to stay on the time clock if I can as we go back and forth, 
and we’ll continue until everybody's had a chance to cover everything they want to cover 
today. SEN. DOMENICI: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. SEN. RIEGLE: 
Chairman Greenspan, I want to come back to the interest rate situation because we had 
an opportunity to talk the day that the Fed took its first step, after that was taken, and 
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I’m concerned about the question of what has happened since and just your own 
expectations of what might happen, what has happened. You've made further public 
comments in a hearing recently. I'm just wondering, as you watch market reactions to the 
tightening move that the Fed made, are you seeing essentially what you expected or have 
you seen something that - particularly in terms of the uptick on the long rates - 
something that maybe you would not have expected? In other words, where are we now, 
and how do you read what seems to be taking place as a reaction to the Fed’s polity 
adjustment? MR. GREENSPAN: Mr. Chairman, as Senator Sarbanes indicated, my 
expectation was on the basis of what has historically tended to be the case, that the type 
of increase that we've had would initially lead to some small increase in long-term rates 
followed by some edging off. That’s basically been the history, other things equal, and 
that’s essentially what one endeavors to use so far as a forecast is concerned. What 
occurred in the interim was, as I indicated to the subcommittee of the House the other 
day, is that there was a growing concern that after the torrid pace of economic growth in 
the fourth quarter, which is apparently in the process of being revised up, that the 
possibility that we would not be moving to a much more moderate rate of growth was 
rising, and the first evidence that that was affecting market perceptions was when the 
Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank released its monthly survey, which showed a 
significant increase in prices paid by manufacturers for the month - I suspect it's early 
February. The point at which that release was made, the long-term rates were very 
slightly above where they had been previous to the February 4th move. But what 
occurred following that was a general belief that the pace of economic activity may turn 
out to be somewhat stronger than most of the people in the market had anticipated. And 
to repeat what I said at the House Banking Subcommittee, that change in view in the 
market’s perception led to a significant backing up of long-term rates, which is what 
typically happens when those types of expectations change. As I said then, my impression 
of how one should interpret that Philadelphia report is more an indication of a pick-up 
in economic activity because commodity prices tend to be reasonably good proxies for 
new orders and indeed I think that’s what essentially that particular report was showing. 

It is not a particularly good forecaster of inflation. And as I said at the House 
committee, we seem to be lacking the financial tinder that usually is associated with 
inflation accelerating when you get a significant pick-up in economic activity. Tm agnostic 
at this stage. I think it's too soon to make a judgment, but we will learn a good deal 
more as the data begin to come forward. SEN. RIEGLE: Well, but as I listened 
carefully to what you were saying, it seems to me when you say you don’t see the 
inflationary tinder and that you’re sort of an agnostic, I mean, I gather you’re saying you 
don’t see, yet, a broad evidence of a build-up of inflationary pressure that really worries 
you. I mean, I - or is that not a - I mean, put it in your words, but Tm just - MR. 
GREENSPAN: No, that is substantially correct. Look, the reason that we moved on 
February the 4th, and the reason I said we may have to move again, rests on the issue of 
having deliberately put through a significant degree of accommodation in the money 
markets after 1989 because we perceived that there were special balance-sheet factors 
and other headwinds which required that we move the short-term interest rates below 
where they normally would reside. And when it became apparent that the adjustments 
that we thought would occur and in fact have been occurring in the balance sheets got to 
a point where the economy could start to regain its momentum and gain a degree of 
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expansion which seemed to be well entrenched, at that point the need to have excessive 
accommodative policies no longer exists. The issue is not, do we see inflationary 
pressures emerging, BUT what is the reason why we would want to keep the level of 
accommodation at a point where history tells us, if extended indefinitely, eventually does 
engender inflSfionary pressures. So, it’s the issue - I would reverse the question, not do 
we see inflationary pressures, but what reason would we have, once the recovery seems 
well entrenched, as indeed I believe it is, would we wish to keep an excessively 
accommodative stance? That is not a statement which says we are setting inflationary 
pressures emerging; indeed, as I said in my prepared remarks to the House committee, 
when we actually see inflationary forces emerging in the way of price changes which are 
clearly evident, the one thing we're sure at that point is we are very far advanced in the 
process, and history tells us that that type of policy which we engaged in much too often, 
is wholly inappropriate to maintaining long-term economic stability. SEN. RIEGLE: 
Well, let me just say to you I find that a very important clarification and point that 
you’ve just made. And I think it puts this in a somewhat different light than some of the 
commentary, I think, has given to it because what I hear you saying is is that you’ve - 
you’ve had a monetary policy that has been overly accommodative in order to try to get 
sort of the engine going again and that you overcorrected in a sense - MR. 
GREENSPAN: Deliberately. SEN. RIEGLE: - deliberately. And now that it has 
gotten the traction that it needs to have, as far as you can tell, you're taking back some 
of that overcorrection but not for reasons of the fact that you see this inflationary tinder 
building up here. MR. GREENSPAN: Precisely. And, in fact. I've tried to make that 
point every time I’ve stated this, and I somehow don't seem to get it across as well as I 
think I would like to. SEN. RIEGLE: Well, I think you got it across pretty well right 
now, and we’ve got a pretty good sized press table that I hope will have gotten it down 
even though it's 20 to two, which is sort of a late hour for us to all be meeting here - 
(laughter). But I thank you for that. I think that's a very important distinction, and I 
think it's important for the economrc^stem^rnd the markets to understand what you've 
just said. Senator D’ Amato. SEN. D’ AMATQp Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Chairman, I have to say to MiyAltman-thaT 1 would like to go back to a question that 

1 Senator Gramm brought up and - as it relates to any meetings with White House staff 
or counsel. Mr. Altman, I think you said that you and a - an official from Treasury 
sought out Mr. Nussbaum. Is that - is that correct? MR. ALTMAN: Yes, I did. SEN. 
wD' AMATO: Could you tell us why? In other words, I have difficulty understanding why 
it is you felt compelled to seek out the White House counsel. MR. ALTMAN: Solely to 
ensure - SEN. D’ AMATO: Solely to - ? MR. ALTMAN: Solely to be sure that he 
understood the legal and procedural framework within which the RTC was working. 

And if you recall, as I said at that time, it was a February 28th date which was the 
subject of major attention in the Congress and in the press. It's not uncommon of 
meetings of that type to take place. And I’d describe it as a "heads up" and a very stiff 
conversation. SEN. D’ AMATO: A "heads up". In what connection would that heads up 
be? You mean that the statute of limitations was running? MR. ALTMAN: No, that 
they should be aware of the internal processes and the types of criteria which the RTC 
was going to be following in order to reach a decision by February 28th. SEN. 

D’ AMATO: Was any representatives of the president or Mrs. Clinton or any legal 
counsel - which I think would be appropriate - speaking to the counsel for the RTC, or 
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people handling this particular - this particular matter? I mean, was there any legal 
representation going on? Was this - you just called them? Did they have any 
representatives, any counsel who may have been meeting with staff people or talking to 
staff people? ^4R. ALTMAN: I was accompanied by our general counsel, Treasury 
general counsel. Mr. Nussbaum had his assistant with him. And Mr. Ickes and Margaret 
Williams were both at the - there at the time. SEN. D* AMATO: Oh, Ickes is in it, huh? 
Let me ask you this: Prior to this meeting, was there any representation - was there any 
counsel that was being given representing the president’s interest or Mrs. Clinton's 
interest or anyone else that you’re aware of as it relates to the matter that you went to 
brief them on? MR. ALTMAN: No, not to my knowledge. Nor were there any 
substantive conversations - subsequent conversations. SEN. D’ AMATO: Did anyone 
request this meeting? MR. ALTMAN: I requested the meeting. SEN. D’ AMATO: Was 
there any other meeting that may have been requested? MR. ALTMAN: No. SEN. 

D' AMATO: There was no other meeting that you are aware of that the White House 
counsel requested? MR. ALTMAN: No. SEN. D’AMATO: Or anyone else from the 
White House? MR. ALTMAN: No. SEN. D’AMATO: Mr. Ickes? MR. ALTMAN: I had 
no subsequent -- 1 received no subsequent requests for meetings. SEN. D’AMATO: Well, 
what about private counsel? Did private counsel -- 1 find it hard to believe that there 
was no private counsel. Are you saying to me that there was not even private counsel 
that was meeting with staff lawyers at some level? MR. ALTMAN: Not to my 
knowledge, Senator. SEN. D’AMATO: Ms. Ford, do you know of any? MS. FORD: No, 
I’ve had no involvement. SEN. D’AMATO: Let me turn to the RTC report which was 
dated Februaiy 8th, which we received last evening about 9:00 - Resolution Trust 
Corporation - and say to you that, in reviewing this document, I think it goes a little 
further - does a little better job than the one that came out of FDIC I found it 
interesting that in its conclusion on page five and six, in its summary before it reaches its 
disposition, it says, A, Rose represented Madison prior to its failure; B - and I am not 
reading the whole sentence - Rose represented the FDIC/RTC subsequent to the 
failure of Madison; C, Rose did not disclose its representation of Madison before the 
Arkansas Securities Department to the FDIC or the RTC Further, it did not report 
possible conflicts involving the brother-in-law and father-in- law of Webb HubbelL And, 
by the way, Tm going to, Mr. Hove, read something to you that’s quite illuminating. You 
better have your lawyers take a look at this. And when it gets all done doing that, it 
says, based on the factual conclusions in the RTC conflicts report - it says we send it to 
counsel. Now, I have to tell you that I am going to ask - because you have no 
conclusion. It just says. These are the facts; these are the facts, fellows. Now, you do 
with it what you want” and sends it to counsel - general counsel. I’m going to ask that 
this report and any other relevant material that was gathered by those who were working 
on it be submitted to the inspector general. And as you’ve indicated before, you certainly 
wouldn’t say, "I don’t see any - how that would impede anybody or anything.” But I 
certainly would feel more comfortable that it goes to the inspector general as opposed to 
the general counsel. And I think it would guarantee the integrity of the review, certainly 
in this senator’s mind and I think in others. MR. ALTMAN: Fine. SEN. D’AMATO: I 
thank you veiy much. I see that my time has expired. I have another observation to 
make, and I’ll do that after - at the appropriate time. SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Kerry? 
SEN. KERRY: Well, let me ask my colleague, is that going to be the last - I mean, or is 
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there intention of colleagues to go a whole other round? SEN. D* AMATO: I think some 
colleagues have some other questions, and they’ll raise them whenever - SEN. 

RIEGLE: I think maybe we’re going to have one more go- around here with those that 
are left who want to do so. And then I think we’re probably done here. SEN. KERRY: 

It was my understanding that we were going to have another hearing here in 10 minutes, 
which I*m also supposed to participate in. Tm just curious what the plans of the 
chairman are. If my time could not - I’m just - 

SEN. RIEGLE: They have a different room that they’re meeting in - SEN. KERRY: 
All right So that's - SEN. RIEGLE: - so that we won’t run into a room conflict But 
we are late in the day, and the witnesses have been here a long time. So my intention 
would be to finish up a round here where everybody gets another turn at bat. SEN. 
KERRY: Well, maybe I could ask another - just procedurally. I don’t want to really use 
my time at this point But it seems to me that maybe we could ask if anybody has any 
more questions to ask of the chairman of the Federal Reserve, because it seems not a 
great use of his time to sit here if all we’re going to do is talk about another subject 
SEN. DOMENICI: I — is my turn imminent here? Or do I have a long wait? SEN. 
RIEGLE: Let me get my batting order here. SEN. DOMENICI: Because I don’t want 
to keep him a long time, but I wanted to - SEN. RIEGLE: Actually, you follow 
Senator Bond, who will come after Senator Kerry. Then we’ll come back to Senator 
Boxer. So actually there are - SEN. : How long is your question? Maybe they would 
let you get that - SEN. DOMENICI: I don’t want - I don’t have a question of Mr. 
Greenspan. I just want to state for the record that, frankly, I believe the actions you 
took over the last three or four years have a great deal to do with the status of the 
American economy. I frankly believe you were subject to some undue criticism, but if 
we have a solid recovery, I think it’s very significantly related to the conduct of the 
Federal Reserve over the last 3-1/2, four years. SENATE BANKING/ FDIC 
OVERSIGHT PAGE 87 02/24/94 Maybe President Bush would have liked it differently, 
maybe Dick Darman would have, maybe it all could have happened earlier, but 
nonetheless, I think you're somewhat responsible, so I trust you at least on what you’re 
doing now. SEN. RIEGLE: That reminds me a little bit of watching some of that 
Olympic skating competition last night when they throw the bouquets out on the ice. 

You just threw a nice one to the chairman. Senator Kerry? SEN. : You were critical of 
him. You wanted to loosen up even more. SEN. RIEGLE: Well, the other day I think 
my comments were comments that reflected some understanding as to what the 
chairman’s trying to do, and I think he’s put additional light on that today. I don’t think 
this chairman wants to strangle the economy. Fm speaking of Chairman Greenspan, and, 
you know, sometimes you can do that and not intend to. But I think he’s trying to be as 
prudent as he can be. Senator Kerry? MR. GREENSPAN: Excuse me. Mr. Chairman, is 
that — (inaudible)? SEN. RIEGLE: Are you excused? Can you take your bouquet and 
go? (Laughter.) Yes, you can. Senator Kerry? SEN. BOXER: You get a 5.9 from me. 
SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer gave you a 5.9. (Laughter.) SEN. BOXER: You skate 
so well (on the ice ?). SEN. RIEGLE: Especially on the technical portion of the - 
(laughter) - of the program. SEND EXCERPT SENATE BANKING/ FDIC 
OVERSIGHT PAGE 89 02/24/94 RESUMPTION OF COVERAGE x x x program. 
SEN. : (Off mike.) SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Kerry? SEN. JOHN KERRY (D-MA): 



565 


X000458 

Mr. Chairman, I*m not sure I have time to stay through the whole process here, so I may 
review the bidding here a little bit. But just speaking as a former prosecutor, one of my 
colleagues over here was sort of questioning the duality. I can tell you, as a person who 
has presentec^evidence to grand juries and who has spent some time putting cases 
together, that there is nothing worse than having dual tracks, witness confusion, various 
statements appearing in public, multiple copies of documents moving around. I would be 
very surprised if Special Prosecutor Fiske decided to do it It certainly wouldn’t be a 
judgment that I made to make things public in the middle of an investigation because it 
inevitably taints somebody’s something and it creates a very hard process for pursuing a 
track. What astonishes me here a little bit - and I want to reiterate it — I mean, we’ve 
got $150 billion problem here which taxpayers are paying for. They’re already angry 
enough about us wasting their time and duplicitous process. And here we are, frankly, 
with very important people in front of us having spent a morning not really examining 
where that $150 billion went, not talking about it, but dealing instead with politics. And 
that’s what this really comes down to, it’s politics. It’s totally unnecessary. In the context 
of the gentlemen who has been made a special prosecutor, a Republican appointed by a 
Democrat - and let me just share with colleagues again quickly something about Mr. 
Fiske. This is an article from the New York Times right after he was appointed: "Robert 
Fiske's reputation for integrity and thoroughness is so entrenched that if he finds no 
wrongdoing during his investigation of the Whitewater affair, his findings could put 
rumors about Bill and Hillary Clinton's business dealings to rest. The choice is one that 
you simply can’t argue with,' said former Treasury Secretary Nicholas Brady, a close 
friend of former President George Bush and a college classmate of Mr. Fiske’s more 
than 40 years ago. 'He’s one of those guys who has always conducted himself with 
integrity.’" The article goes on to say that: "Mr. Fiske, a 63-year-old Wall Street lawyer, 
earned his reputation by being an aggressive prosecutor. If the Clintons have something 
to hide, he could pose a formidable problem. If he lives up to his billing, at the very 
least his investigation will disrupt the lives of the first family." Now, if that’s not enough, 
if we don’t have the patience to allow him to do his job and sit here and ask relevant 
questions about $150 billion, we ought to ask what we’re doing. I mean, this is why the 
taxpayers get so fed up because all we do is dig into politics. And there’s a huge 
distinction between this case and prior cases because we are not looking at a current 
situation where the president is currently making decisions about current money being 
spent or current policy. This is something that happened when he was governor - if 
whatever happened happened - and I suggest that this prosecutor has the ability to get 
at it If he doesn’t. Til join with Senator D’ Amato, HI be one of the first people - 1 
think I have a good reputation here on the basis of BCCI and Noriega and other 
investigative efforts in pursuing things. But I think back to the time that I was trying to 
do that I didn’t have any help from the other side of the aisle. We did not get 
subpoena power. We did not have the ability to have a full-fledged investigation in this 
committee on that. And I sat here with Tim Wirth and we tried again and again to get 
an extension of the liability. We also tried to get a special prosecutor. Most of my 
colleagues making a lot of noise about this now opposed having a special prosecutor. So 
I just think fair is fair at some point in this business. We all understand the game and 
we all understand what happens. But it seems to me that to take a 150 billion dollar 
fiasco and relegate it to a second tier for this 194 state-run - who was the primary 
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regulator of this institution originally? MR. : The - originally it was the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation, and then later OTS. SEN. KERRY: So it came to the 
federal government secondarily. And, I might add, for two years this case was closed. It 
wasn't until six weeks before the election - and we ought to ask some questions about 
this - that suSdenly, when Bill Clinton was the nominee for president of the United 
States, that there was a criminal referral to the RTC, not until sue weeks before the 
election. For two years while my friends controlled the elements of regulation, nobody 
was asking the questions that are being asked here today. So I’m not saying questions 
shouldn’t be asked. I am saying we absolutely ought to get to the bottom of whatever 
took place. We ought to understand all these institutions because it’s a sorry chapter in 
American politics. But that’s going to happen, the 25 FBI agents and depositions and 
documents being made available, and the taxpayers of this country do not need us 
jumping all over each other for political purposes, avoiding the real issues that they 
would like us to dig into. And I don’t think much more needs to be said beyond that. 
SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Bond? MR. : Mr. Chairman, may I make a correction? SEN. 
RIEGLE: Yes. SEN. KERRY: I think Senator Kerry asked who was the primary 
regulator. The primary regulator was the state of Arkansas. SEN. KERRY: Well, that 
was what I was getting at The primary regulator was the state. MR. : Exactly. And the 
primary federal regulator was FSLC and OTS. SEN. KERRY: Correct So the issue of 
federal nexus here in terms of decisionmaking is only by transfer, not by original 
jurisdiction. So what we’re doing is secondary to the third tier. SEN. RIEGLE: Senator 
Bond? SEN. BOND: Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of my friend from Massachusetts, I 
am going to submit a chronology and some questions for the record to the RTC to 
answer. I recall it was Jerry Brown of California who first raised the question during the 
1992 campaign, but we all will be able to benefit from these questions, which are along 
the lines that Senator Kerry raised. I also have a series of questions for the FDIC and 
for the RTC which follow up on these other questions, but in the time remaining I do 
want to pursue a couple of items. When we last talked, Mr. Altman, you said that normal 
procedure would be for the RTC to seek out and acquire records wherever they were. 
Now, if the RTC under your direction were requesting records from the first lady at the 
White House, a rather high-profile event, would it not be customary for them to advise 
you that they were requesting records in the possession of the first lady? MR. ALTMAN: 
Senator, I don’t get involved in any substantive aspects of any PLS case, particularly - or 
including documents that they may seek. So they’ve never brought that to my attention 
since Fve been in this job, and that goes right through today. SEN. BOND: So you 
wouldn’t expect them to tell you. MR. ALTMAN: No, I wouldn't SEN. BOND: I find 
that remarkable. In a normal criminal referral case, the RTC creates and retains an 
inventory of pertinent documents used to make the case. As I understand it, at least one 
version of the inventory has been provided to some members of Congress. Could you 
furnish to this committee the latest, most up-to- date inventory and provide the hearing 
- for the hearing record along with the previous versions? Would you make that 
available? MR. ALTMAN: Last evening we supplied the - 6,500 pages of information to 
Senator D’ Amato's office, as we had some time earlier to Congressman Leach. SEN. 
BOND: And is that the entire inventory? Are those all the documents? You give new 
challenge to Federal Express and Overnight Postal Service to get the delivery of such a 
substantial stack of documents at the particular time, a new standard for delivery in 
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package express. MR. ALTMAN: Well, I have here a list of the documents. SEN. 
BOND: Is that the latest version? MR. ALTMAN: This is just a list of what the 
documents are. There’s 6,500 in total pages. This is a list of the documents we provided. 
SEN. BOND: If you could make one available for the record, we would like to have that. 
Td appreciate. MR. ALTMAN: Be delighted. SEN. BOND: Next, when did you 
become aware of the RTC recommendations that further criminal prosecution be taken 
against Madison? MR. ALTMAN: Last fall I was advised that the question of a referral 
to the Justice Department was under consideration at the RTC, and as other members of 
the RTC staff will attest, I said that normal procedures, with no deviation whatsoever, 
should be pursued, including chain of command procedures, in terms of reaching that 
conclusion. I might tell you that typically decisions like that are made at the regional 
office level, and that it was in this case. SEN. BOND: Were you aware that the regional 
office had asked the national office to make a determination as to whether the Clintons’ 
name should be in the new expanded referral? MR. ALTMAN: No. SEN. BOND: You 
did not know they were asking for the national office to make a determination on that? 
MR. ALTMAN: No. I was simply informed that this issue was on the table, and my 
reaction was - I had only one conversation about it - that normal procedure should be 
followed. That’s the way we're going to handle this thing from beginning to end. SEN. 
BOND: How-wa&- lhe White House notified of the refeiT al? Was it fr om your agrnry 9 
MR. ALTMAN: Tfe gy wi»re not notified By tne the best of m y - knnw1pri ge A SEN. 

BOND: ^Nobody in your agen cy ; to your know l edge, advise d the White House staff that 
this wn^cn T i ig to I ff h nmj i n - i l i is COulfl l H 1 .1 major sottfee of co n cern? MR A LT MAN* 
Not to my knowledge. (Confers off mike.) Ms. Ford, do you know if the White House 
was notified by the RTC? MS. FORD: No, we have had no involvement at the Oversight 
Board whatsoever. SEN. BOND: When was the firm of Madison & Pillsbury put on 
retainer by the RTC, do you know? And for how long and what cost? MR. ALTMAN: I 
don’t know that. I’m aware that that firm has been retained as outside counsel on this 
matter, but Fm not aware of the date on which it was retained nor the retainer 
arrangements. SEN. BOND: Will they review the potential of suing the various law firms 
who represented Madison or the board of directors? MR. ALTMAN: I don’t know the 
answer to that question. SEN. BOND: We’d appreciate knowing that, if you could, later. 
And if there are other outside counsel or consultants hired in conjunction with the case, 
we would like to know that. And finally, Tm advised that the list you have there is just 
an inventory of the documents provided to Senator D* Amato; it is not the complete 
inventory of the documents pertaining to Madison. And if Tm mistaken, in either 
event, we would appreciate receiving a copy of the inventory of the entire documents. 
MR. ALTMAN: Well, Senator, Fm not sure I fully understand your question. But what 
we have released amounts to what we’ve been asked for, less any documents that, in our 
judgment, could prejudice the investigation. I told you earlier that we’d had a couple of 
conversations - 1 haven't had them; Fm advised there were a couple of conversations 
with Mr. Fiske, with each side asking the other not to release information or take any 
other steps which would prejudice either side’s investigation, and we’re trying to adhere 
to that. SEN. BOND: As I understand it, that you have prepared an inventory. Fm not 
asking for the documents themselves, but I understand that you had prepared an 
inventory and had furnished perhaps members of the House side, or others, with the 
inventory, not the contents of the documents. MR. ALTMAN: Any information, I assure 
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you, that we have supplied to Congressman Leach or anyone else - elsewhere in the 
Congress, we’re delighted to supply to you or anyone else here that would like them. 

SEN. BOND: Would that include an inventory, a cataloging, not the contents but a 
cataloging of the documents in the Madison case? MR. ALTMAN: We will supply you 
with any information to that extent that we can which does not get into areas that we 
think would prejudice the investigation. SEN. BOND: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. SEN. 
RIEGLE: Senator Boxer? SEN. BOXER: Mr. Chairman, I’d like to — I’m still working. 
SEN. RIEGLE: All right. Senator Domenici, you're next in the order. SEN. 
DOMENICI: Mr. Altmaiy^yo u spoke a while ago of your one contact with the White 
House regarding thisTa ml y ott-a nd your couns e l went up to talk to tlie Wh ite House 
counsel. MR. ALTMAN: Yeah, oqesubstantive contact SEN. DOMENICI: Please? MR. 
ALTMAN: One substantive or meaniiTgfof- contact. SEN. D OMENICI: Yeah. Well, I 
assume - we’re not arguing there that you had - you’re not suggesting you had more 
than one, are you? MR. ALTMAN: No. I’m just saying that if you - you know, you run 
into someone iiwbeTTSin^^ia^Y^ see that thing in the paper this morning? - I’m not 
including that^EN. DOMENICI: All right. You said you were there to give a heads-up. 
What I understa nd the situ atkm to be on average folks, a couple of them in my state that 
were bordering up alongside of a statute of limitations becoming a defense, they were 
presented with a tolling agreement, and if they didn’t sign it, suit was filed so as to toll 
the statute. Is that a rather fair assessment of the way business is done? MR. ALTMAN: 
I think I’d have to know the details of the matter, Senator. SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I 
guess what I’m wondering, are we getting the right perspective of why you did this? Did 
you go there because you wanted them to know that clearly they might be asked to sign 
a tolling agreement, or to know that the normal process was that the toll - the statute’s 
going to toll, and there's reasonable grounds to suspect something, they might expect a 
lawsuit? Or why else would you give them heads-up? MR. ALTMAN: The difference 
between this and a matter like the one you referred to is that I bad been receiving - had 
begun to receive a lot of inquiries, including in writing from Congress, as to what 
procedures the RTC was going to follow, and I wanted to give them the same sense of 
those procedures that I was giving members of Congress. And I said to them nothing 
different than I’ve said to members of Congress. SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I understand 
that, but I guess what Fm getting at is there must have been a reason for telling them 
that Congress was just saying the statute’s going to run, what are you going to do, so you 
went over there to tell them that we're going to apply the same thing we do in any other 
case? And that’s the heads-up that you were giving them? MR. ALTMAN: That’s right 
SEN. DOMENICI: Was it serious enough that you wanted them to know because there 
might be something that they would be confronted with that was untoward as you 
applied your rules, like asking for a tolling agreement or filing a lawsuit? MR. 

ALTMAN: Again, the essence of what we said was that the statute of limitations which 
then applied was scheduled to expire on February 28, 1994; that the RTC was going to 
make every effort to make a decision by that date. It could fundamentally reach only one 
of two decisions, that there was a basis for a claim or that there wasn’t. If there was a 
basis for a claim then we would either seek a tolling agreement to permit more discovery 
and more preparation or we would file that claim in court SEN. DOMENICI: Well the 
passage of the statute of limitations extension eliminates that problem as you have 
already indicated. I guess, Mr. Chairman, Fm having a little difficulty with explanation 
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because one way of looking at it was that it was not a very meaningful or important 
meeting - that he was just doing this so that he would be able to tell Congress he had 
told them he’s going to treat them the same way as others. I don't think a man - you 
know, I know you fairly well - I don’t think you would be going over there to just be 
able to send ffiis letter to Senator D’ Amato that says I have told the White House that 
they’re going to be treated the same way as other people ~ MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I 
did not know whether they knew of such procedures which as I say I was then 
communicating to members of Congress and it just seemed to me a little odd to explain 
to a member of Congress that we’re going to follow "XYZ" procedures and not have 
them ever be made aware of what those were. SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I want to close 
on this remarks by thanking you, Mr. Chairman, for holding these hearings. I hope the 
public understands the Republican response to Senator Kerry, you know, it’s almost an 
insult to accuse us of not being concerned about oversight and that some how or another 
the other side is more interested in how the RTC turned out Frankly, that’s just borders 
on being a joke. This hearing, we have all your statements, we’re going to read them. So 
we’re going to know what you were going to say. If you sent it to us yesterday, our staff 
has probably read it already and they'll brief us so we’re going to know. My last 
observation would be that it’s inconceivable to me Mr. Altman that you would really be 
concerned that the people involved in the investigation, whomever they are, whether it 
be the people in Arkansas, whether it be confidants of the President, whomever, that 
they would not know that the statute of limitations was going to toll and that that 
presented a situation that you had to advise somebody on. I just don’t think anybody 
involved in this would not know that MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I also - I would agree 
with you. I can’t say for sure. I don't know what was in their minds. I doubt very much 
that they did not know about the statute of limitations. SEN. DOMENICI: Right MR. 
ALTMAN: What I was saying was not that. What I was saying was I did not know if 
they knew and, frankly, my impression is, as a result of that meeting, they hadn’t 
previously known what procedures the RTC would be following. By that I mean that you 
have to choose between - you have to reach a conclusion as to whether there’s a claim ' 
or there isn't, and then what you have to do if you reach the conclusion that there is. 
SEN. DOMENICI: All right. Thank you very much. SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you. 
Senator Faircloth? SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I will echo 
Senator Domenici. You have done a superb job of conducting. And Fll be very brief. 
My questions are to Mr. Hove. Mr. Hove, we keep coming back - you said the FSLIC 
issued this report, who has long been out of business, and did the investigation on Mrs. 
Clinton and her relationship. MR. HOVE: No, sir, I didn’t say FSLJG I said that the 
agency that handled the closing of First American was FSLIC, and that occurred before 
FDIC had any involvement in that SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right. But who did the 
investigation - I assume there was one done - to determine that Mrs. Clinton had no 
involvement whatsoever that was worthy of looking at? MR. HOVE: We did not do an 
investigation, we did not do a review because we don’t have all the records. The records 
are the old FSLIC records that are not in one central repository. All we did was review 
the records that we had available at the FDIC, and the records that we had at the FDIC 
only indicated that Mrs. Clinton’s involvement, from the records that we could review, 
was the two hours that she spent filing the amended complaint for her partner, Vince 
Foster. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So, what you’re saying really is that you did a very 
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incomplete and surface investigation. MR. HOVE: We did not - we simply looked at the 
records that we had, and we did not make an investigation any further than the records 
that we had available to us at the FDIC. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Well, I would say that Mr. 
Whitney (sp) issuing such a clearance for Mrs. Clinton in the name of the FDIC doesn’t 
lend a lot ofTredibility to an FDIC investigation when he makes his statements and 
when you didn't really have the records to make an investigation, from what you're 
telling me. MR. HOVE: What we were doing was correcting the information that was 
erroneous in the Chicago Tribune report because the Chicago Tribune said that it was 
an FDIC case, we said it was not an FDIC case. And we also said that from our records, 
this was the only involvement that we could have. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Well, don't you 
think it would be a good idea to hunt up the old FSLIC records and see what they might 
lead you farther? But I have a question, and then Tm going to - (inaudible word). The 
original suit was $3.3 million. They settled it for 6 cents on the dollar, or $200,000. 

What I want to know is how much was Mrs. Clinton paid, or the Rose law firm. MR. 
HOVE: I can't tell you. I don't know that. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Can you find out? MR. 
HOVE: We can try. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Well, I would like for you to let me know as 
quickly as possible how much the Rose law firm was paid, and also their work records to 
indicate who did the work to earn the money, because - you say she worked two hours. 
MR. HOVE: I didn't say that I said the only thing that we can ascertain from the 
records we have was that she worked two hours. And let me remind you, Senator, that 
these records are disbursed from wherever FSLIC had the records, and we did not take 
possession of those records when FSLIC was closed down. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Are 
those records still available? MR. HOVE: I don't know. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: If she 
settled the lawsuit, the amount of hours she worked - it is just impossible for me to 
believe she settled this lawsuit against Lassiter (sp), she signed the amended return, 
which was the settlement, the amended complaint, which was the settlement against 
Lassister, at a very favorable rate, then we turn around and find that Lassiter's - the 
person with his power of attorney is back in the White House working. MR. HOVE: 
Senator, the amended complaint reduced the complaint from 3.3 million to 13 million. 
The suit - the settlement was some six months later. I don’t know whether Mrs. Clinton 
had any involvement after that period of time in which she amended the complaint from 
33 [million] down to 13 [million]. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So we have no idea whether 
Mrs. Clinton made the final settlement totally. MR. HOVE: I have no idea from our 
records and what we’ve seen — SEN. FAIRCLOTH: And this two-hour thing - she could 
have worked 200 hours. MR. HOVE: What I have told you is what we have available at 
the FDIC SEN. FAIRCLOTH: But she could have worked 200 hours on it MR. HOVE: 
And all I’m telling you is that the records that we have indicate she worked two hours. 
(Confers off microphone.) Okay, the only records we have was that she billed FSLIC for 
only those two hours. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Billed who? MR. HOVE: FSLIC 
(Pronounces each letter.) SEN. FAIRCLOTH: How about getting the total records from 
FSLIC and finding out how much the total bill was and whose time was billed? Td like 
to see it Thank you. SEN. RIEGLE: Senator D’ Amato? SEN. D’ AMATO: You know, 
Mr. Hove, I have difficulty if you really have trouble figuring out when a claim is initially 
lodged for S3 million and then it is reduced and you say, well, you know, the law firm or 
this partner - in this case, Mrs. Clinton - only billed for two hours. But the nature of 
the work was such as to reduce that lawsuit and the potential liability to Mr. Lassiter 
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(sp), who has a definite relationship with the Gintons. I mean, are we really to believe 
you don't understand that? Now, don't give me this two-hour stuff. I mean, the fact is 
that that claim was reduced - the potential of the claim - from 3 million down to a 1 
million some odd, and therefore, a settlement of $200,000 is much more reasonable in 
appearance wHEn the initial - when the suit is only asking for a 13 million as opposed to 
3 million. Now, doesn't that make some - I mean, do you see why a senator or anyone 
else would make an inquiry and say, "Look" - 1 mean, what's the situation here? Are 
you telling us there was no conflict there. MR. HOVE: But, Senator, you're asking 
FDIC, and FDIC did not have any involvement in that suit at that time. SEN. 

D’ AMATO: I’m not suggesting that. What Fm suggesting to you is that a period of time 
it came under you for review. And if you look at this - don’t keep telling us that FDIC 
didn’t have anything at that time. We’re not suggesting that you did anything wrong. 
We’re suggesting you take a look at the facts, take a look at the record, and you can be 
a school boy, you can't come to an inescapable conclusion that someone was retained to 
bring the lawsuit that had a relationship with the person that they brought a suit to. And 
as a matter of fact, whether it was two hours or one hour, the determination was made 
to reduce the claim that might bring the potential liability from $3 million down to $1 
million and eventually settle for $200,000. Now, we don't know who was responsible for 
the settlement. But the fact of the matter is that the partner who reduced and amended 
that complaint was Mrs. Ginton. Now that’s obvious. I’m not going to spend my time 
going back and forth with you. I’m going to tell you something else, though. When we 
talked about the potential for conflict before, as it related to the Madison Guaranty 
and Mr. Hubbell, I want to refer you to a letter of June 8th, 1989. Now, Mr. Hove, you 
stated that since the Rose law firm - when I first brought this up to you - was suing 
Frost, it wasn’t relevant that Web Hubbell’s brother-in-law and father-in-law were suing 
Madison. Now, if you take a look at that letter - and Tm going to suggest to you that 
you’re wrong, and that's why you'd better have the IG look at this. June 8th, 1989, and it 
is written to April Breslaw (sp), Attorney, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Tm 
reading part of it: "Mr. Hubbell is the son-in-law of Seth Ward, a Madison insider who 
was able to obtain a judgment against Madison of approximately $447,000." Now, Tm 
going to skip the next sentence, go down to - "Since the conservatorship, the case has 
been removed and later remanded back to the State Court of Appeals. After appeal, a 
new trial will be sought, whether in state or federal court At a minimum" - it goes on 
to say - "the state judgment will be attacked under various special FDIC defenses on its 
general inappropriateness. Miss Styrahom (ph) has informed me that the informal - the 
information contained in the audit files could be damaging to our case, especially if a 
new trial is granted.” It goes on and it concludes: "I offer this information because there 
appears to be a conflict in representation and a question of loyalties. Mr. Hubbell may 
or may not be able to compromise our interest in the Seth Ward matter." Now, look, Tm 
not suggesting that at that time that you know of it Here it is. And that’s why, if you 
don’t refer something to the IG to clarify whether or not there was a conflict you can’t 
be doing the right thing. And for you to maintain, "Well, we weren’t there at the time; it 
was at FSLJC” or "Maybe the rules were a little vague." I mean, for god sakes, you had 
lowly auditors saying, "Wake up, fellas." You had an auditor in another letter saying it’s 
impossible to think that he’s not going to tell his in-laws what’s going on. So that’s the 
kind of thing that brings about maybe the stamping that one of my colleagues alluded to. 
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Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding first of all I’m going to ask that we be permitted to 
submit some documents for the record that have been returned to - SEN. RIEGLE: 
Without objection, so ordered. SEN. D' AMATO: - so we can keep an orderly 
proceeding. Secondly, I want to say before I conclude that you could not have been fairer 
in making available this opportunity and according the members the opportunity to make 
their presentations and to ask their questions under very difficult circumstances. So I 
want you to know that And I think that I speak for all the Republicans on the 
committee in relationship to the manner in which you have conducted this proceeding. 
And it’s not easy for you, and I just want to commend you for your impartiality. And let 
me conclude again. I think what we’re interested in, in this, is seeing - and Senator 
Domenici said - that the process moves forward without there being interference, 
without there being a question as to what documents have been made available to the 
appropriate people, what has been taken. Some of these things have no - I see Mr. 
Altman. He’s placed in a very, veiy difficult position. I’ve said that publicly as well. It is 
a very, very difficult situation. And it certainly - it leads to us raising the kinds of 
questions that we have. But I tell you this senator wants to see that what was supposed 
to be done was done, that what should be done at the present level is carried out in a 
manner in which everyone can say that the right thing was done. And then let the chips 
fall where they may. So, Mr. Chairman, again, thank you for providing us an opportunity 
to put forth our concerns, and hopefully, this will move us a step closer to resolving this 
matter. Thank you. SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you very much. We’ll give you some 
questions for the record, and we’d ask you to respond to them. The committee stands in 
recess. END LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 


LOAD-DATE-MDC: February 24, 1994 
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Last: week news reports end editorials intimated that three of my 
colleagues and one former colleague had made a mistake involving 
the Resolution Trust Corporation ("RTC") . My colleagues had 
contacted M*. Nussbaum about the RTC's investigation into 
activities of Madison Guaranty/Whitewater. Though there is no 
evidence to support evil motives, some have accused my colleagues 
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of engaging in behavior to influence the outcome of the 
activities of an independent regulatory agency. The silence in 
their support has been deafening. 

I have no personal knowledge of what happened, but I do know 
Roger Altman, Jack Devore, Jean Hanson and Josh Steiner; 
therefore, I cannot remain silent. These individuals represent 
the highest ideals of integrity and honesty. During the time 
that I have known them, not one occasion has arisen where I have 
had to question their integrity. To the contrary, they have 
strived to ensure that the interests of the President, the 
Secretary, the Department of the Treasury and the American people 
were properly, ethically and honestly represented. In my view 
there are no finer public servants than these individuals. 

I worry that there will be other people who arrived in Washington 
with stellar reputations, but who will leave this city unable to 
have achieved what I described above as a simple goal -- the 
maintenance of one's reputation for integrity. 
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November 18, 1993 



MEMORANDUM FOR MACK McLARTY, THE WHITE HOUSE 
FROM: Lloyd Bentsen 

SUBJECT: Weekly Report for the week of November 21 

KEY DEPARTMENT NEWS 
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Madison GBErantv Savings and Loan : Banking Committee Chairman Henry Gonzalez is 
gearing up for a full-scale investigation of alleged improprieties in the management and 
resolution of Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan in Arkansas. According to Banking 
Committee investigators, the Committee will soon demand access to all records regarding 
Madison from the RTC, the FDIC and the Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS) in conjunction 
with planned hearings. 

Committee investigators have also intimated that the Committee stands prepared to invoke 
subpoena power in accessing all Department of Justice records and files on Madison. The 
focus of Committee resources on Madison will preclude the Committee's prior plans to 
aggressively explore regulatory exclusions and their potential impact on the industry. 
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February 18, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MACK McLARTY, THE WHITE HOUSE 
FROM: Lloyd Bentsen 

SUBJECT: Weekly Report for the week of February 20, 1994 

KEY DEPARTMENT NEWS 
Possible Treasury-related topics for press coverage include: 
o RTC's handling of Madison Guaranty 


THE WEEK AHEAD 

RTC*s Handling of Madison Guaranty : Along with the other members of the RTC*s 
Oversight Board (Roger Altman in his capacity as acting head of the RTC, Acting OTS 
Director Jonathan Fiechter, FDIC Chairman Skip Hove, and Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan), 
I will appear before the Senate Banking Committee for the required annual Congressional 
hearings. Republican members have pointed out that the annual hearing did not occur last 
year and have been pressing to hold it as soon as possible in order to use it as a forum to 
publicize their allegations on Whitewater and Madison Guaranty. 
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January 27, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MACK McLARTY, THE WHITE HOUSE 
FROM: Lloyd Bentsen 

SUBJECT: Weekly Report for the week of January 30, 1994 

KEY DEPARTMENT NEWS 
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D. Controversy 

Madison Guaranty: The Office of Thrift Supervision has received tour requests under the 
Freedom of Information Act for documents pertaining to Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan. 
OTS’s Director of Information Services, a resident e xp e rt on FOIA, is in Dallas r evi e w ing 
OTS's c o nsi der able of iditcd documents. In ^Mirtnw > Con g fc m mi Btw Letch 

has requested staff access to related documents. 
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February 4, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MACK McLARTY, the white house 
FROM: Lloyd Bentsen 

SUBJECT: Weekly Report for the week of February 6, 1994 

KEY DEPARTMENT NEWS 
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D. Controversy 

Madison Guaranty: Officials from the Office of Thrift Supervision met on January 25 with 
Senate Banking Committee staff to discuss Congressman Loch’s request for access to OTS 
records on Madison Guaranty. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
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February 10, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MACK McLARTY, the white house 
FROM: Lloyd Bentsen 

SUBJECT: Weekly Report for the week of February 13 

KEY DEPARTMENT NEWS 
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Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) Hearings: Congressman Kennedy, Chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Consumer Credit and Insurance, held his CRA hearing on February 8. 

The four regulators (Office of Thrift Supervision, Comptroller of the Currency, FDIC, and 
the Federal Reserve) testified. Rep. Bacchus asked what impact interstate would have on the 
proposed CRA 'regulations. Comptroller Ludwig responded by indicating that they were 
taking interstate into con si derati on as they develop the final CRA proposal. In addition. Rep. 
Bacchus asked OTS Acting Director Fiechter why it was taking Secretary B en t sen so long to 
have RTC oversight hearings and whether the Secretary was dedicated to conducting these 
hearings. Republicans have announced their intention to use such heatings to probe 
Whitewater/Madison Guaranty . Fiechter told him that as far as he knew the Secretary would 
participate in the hearings, but the House and Senate Banking Committee Chairmen would be 
responsible for scheduling. 
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REDACTED 


February 24, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MACK McLARTY, THE WHITE HOUSE 
FROM: Lloyd Bentsen 

SUBJECT: Weekly Report for the week of February 27, 1994 

KEY DEPARTMENT NEWS 


THE WEEK AHEAD 
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e. Controversy 

Whitewater/Madison Guaranty. In my capacity as Chairman of the RTC’s Oversight Board, 

I joined Deputy Secretary Altman (interim RTC CEO) and the other board members today to 
testify before the Senate Banking Committee for their semi-annual RTC hearing. rnmmiM— 
Republicans seized the opportunity to focus attention upon Madison Guaranty 
Whitewater. 

The House Banking Committee has yet to schedule a date for its hearing at which both Roger 
Altman and I win testify. 
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Q Hr. President, are you concerned about the appearance 
of impropriety of these meetings between Treasury officials and 
the White House? 


THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 


* 000494 - 


Q Have you been able to find out if there have been any 
other meetings other than the one that was reported? And what . 
will be Von« about it? 


THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, the answer is, yes. I'm 

concerned about that. Nearly as I can determine, no one has 
actually done anything wrong or attempted to improperly influence 
any government action. But I think it would be batter if the 
meetings and conversations hadn't occurred. 

I think now that there ie an actual formal process underway, 
everyone will be much more sensitive. But I have directed Maok 
McLarty to prepare a memorandum about how we should handle and 
respond to any such contacts coming our way in this office so 
that we will bend over backwards to avoid not only the faot but 
any appearance of Impropriety. It is very, very important to me. 


x was a Governor for a long time, and there was never a hint 
of impropriety or scandal in my administration. And to the best 
of my knowledge the people who come here to work everyday in this 
administration, there has been no suggestion of abuse of power or 
anyone pursuing some parsons l advantage. And I want the American 
people to feeJ that. So I have told Hr. McLarty that we have to 
--we've already talked to people here in the office to make it 
clear that they understand that I — first of all, Z feel that 
this — all these investigations, they should go forward, 
unimpeded and as quickly as possible. And I have every 
confidence in what the facta will reveal. So Z think that It 'a 
very, very Important that while all this is going on that the 
activity around it should he handled In such a way aa to avoid 
even the appearance of e conflict. 


-continued- 
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SCHEDULE FOR Thursday 14 OCTOBER 1993 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary 


For Immediate Release 


December 23 , 1993 


Statement by the Director of Communications 

The President and Mrs. Clinton today instructed their 
personal attorney to provide appropriate law enforcement 
authorities at the Department of Justice with all documents 
relating to the Whitewater Development Corporation, 
including those in the files of Vincent Foster, which were 
turned over to their personal attorney after Mr. Foster's 
death . 
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TALKING POINTS ON CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON RTC 


2 - 22-94 


BACKGROUND: 

Congressional hearings on the Resolution Trust Corporation, a Treasury Department unit and 
the government's chief savings and loan clean-up agency, are scheduled to begin this week. 
The Wall St Journal reported today that this will give Republicans their first chance to grill 
administration officials, including Secretary Bentsen and Roger Altman, over legal issues 
related to RTC handling of Madison Guaranty. 

Altman is interim RTC chief. The Senate Banking Committee has set a Thursday hearing to 
receive the Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board, which monitors the RTC. Bentsen is 
chairman of the oversight board, Altman is a member. The Journal reports that Altman is 
expected to get special GOP attention on whether, as a former college classmate of the 
President, he should recuse himself from matters involving Madison. To date he has not done 
so. 


Per Howard Schloss, Department of the Treasuiy 


AS BACKGROUND: 

• They would like us to say as little as possible about this. Bentsen/Altman's 
testimony is still being written. Altman has tried to emphasize that he has 
had no contact with die White House over this matter. Therefore, we should 
not be in die position of discussing his actions in regard to Madison. 


MAJOR TALKING POINTS: 

* As Mr. Altman is interim CEO of an independent agency, it is not appropriate 
for the President to tell Mr. Altman whether or not to recuse himself. Mr. 
Altman has made statements regarding his position in the past, which I believe 
stand for themselves. For further comment regarding his role in this matter, I 
would refer you to Mr. Altman. 

* Q: Is the White House worried about the hearings? 


A: Not at all. 
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IV. THB FOSTER SUICIDE AMD SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

Mr. Foster committed suicide in July 1993. No files 
were removed from his office prior to an examination of those 
files by White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum in the presence of 
lav enforcement officers. In the presence of those officials, 

Mr. Nussbaum reviewed and noted the files in Mr. Foster's office, 
including a file related to Whitewater. The files were 
ultimately separated into three categories: those relating to 
White House legal matters, which were assigned out to other 
counsel in the office; those relating to the Clintons' personal 
legal matters, including Whitewater, which were turned over to 
the Clintons' personal attorney; and those relating to Mr. Foster 
personally, which were turned over to counsel for the Foster 
family. The few Whitewater files that were in Mr. Foster's 
office at the time of his death were sent to the Clintons' 
personal lav firm for safekeeping and storage. 

V. THB INVESTIGATION 


Shortly before Christmas, press reports erroneously 
suggested that files had been improperly removed from Mr. 
Foster's office before the review described above. To avoid any 
question about the Clintons' desire to cooperate in the 
Department of Justice investigation into Madison Guaranty, the 
President ordered his attorney to turn over all relevant records 
to the Department. As would be entirely routine and to protect 
the integrity of the investigation, the President's lawyer 
requested a subpoena to cover the documents. Delivery of the 
documents to the Department began on January 6. Those documents 
will be reviewed by the grand jury investigating Madison in 
Little Rock. 
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^"'/i MR. PRESIDENT, AS THE 

••• 

WHITEWATER CONTROVERSY 
GROWS, It4 NOT SURPRISING 
THAT THE POLITICAL CHARGES 
ARE HEATING UP AS WELL 
LAST WEEK, PRESIDENT 
CLINTON HIMSELF MADE THE 
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UNFORTUNATE CLAIM THAT 
REPUBLICANS ARE SOMEHOW 
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE LATEST 
WHITEWATER WOES, STATING 
THAT WE HAVE ACTED IN A 
"FAIRLY BLATANT, BALD, AND 
TOTALLY POLITICAL WAY." AND 
YESTERDAY, WHITE HOUSE AIDE 
GEORGE STEPHANOPOLOUS 
FORGOT THE PRESIDENTIAL 
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CAMPAIGN WAS OVER, 
SUGGESTING ON NATIONAL 
TELEVISION THAT REPUBLICANS 
ARE SOMEHOW GINNING UP 
WHITEWATER FOR OUR OWN 
POLITICAL ADVANTAGE. 

MR. PRESIDENT, 
NOTWITHSTANDING THESE 
CHARGES, WHICH I REJECT, rrfr 
THE DEMOCRAT CONGRESS 
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THAT CONTINUES TO BLOCK 
WHITEWATER HEARINGS. IT 
WAS THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE WHO PLAYED 
“POLITICAL TOUGH GUY' WHEN 
HE TRIED TO INTIMIDATE 
SENATOR D’AMATO WITH A 
THREATENING LETTER NOTABLE 
ONLY FOR ITS CLUMSINESS. IT 
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WASNF AN R.N.C. NEWSLETTER 
THAT RAN EDITORIALS WITH 
TITLES LIKE "SLOVENLY WHITE 
HOUSE ETHICS," "WHITE HOUSE 
ETHICS MELTDOWN," AND "MR. 
NUSSBAUM GOES-NOT THE 
MESS." THAT^THE NEW YORK 
TIMES AND THE WASHINGTON 
POST . 

AND, MR. PRESIDENT, THE 
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BIGGEST POLITICAL PLAYERS IN 
TOWN ARE APPARENTLY IN THE 
WHITE HOUSE ITSELF: IN 
TRAVELGATE, AND NOW IN 
WHITEWATER, WHITE HOUSE 
STAFF HAVE PLAYED WITH FIRE, 
SHOWING A BRAZEN 
WILLINGNESS TO MIX POLITICS 
WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT. 

THE BOTTOM LINE IS: 
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WHITEWATER IS A CASE STUDY 
IN SELF- 

IMMOLATION. ..OMISSIONS, 
MISSTATEMENTS OF FACT, 
"NEGOTIATED" SUBPOENAS, 
BEHIND-THE-SCENES 
MEETINGS...HAVE ALL CREATED 
THE IMPRESSION THAT THERE^ 
SOMETHING TO HIDE, THAT 
THERFB SOMETHING UNSEEMLY 
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LURKING IN THE WHITEWATER 
BOG. 

I MAY BE WRONG...AND I 
HOPE I AM WRONG. 

MR. PRESIDENT, LAST 
WEEK, 43 SENATE REPUBLICANS 
SENT A LETTER TO THE 
DISTINGUISHED MAJORITY 
LEADER STATING THAT WE WILL 
HOLD UP THE NOMINATION OF 
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RICKI TIGERT, PRESIDENT 
CLINTON’S NOMINEE TO HEAD 
THE F.D.I.C., UNLESS THE 
SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE 
HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO 
THOROUGHLY EXAMINE THE 
RECENTLY-REVEALED WHITE 
HOUSE-RTC-TREASURY 
MEETINGS. IT^MY HOPE THAT 
THE DEMOCRAT LEADERSHIP IN 
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CONGRESS WILL WORK WITH 
REPUBLICANS TO SCHEDULE 
THESE HEARINGS SO THAT THE 
AMERICAN PEOPLE CAN GET A 
FULL ACCOUNTING OF THE 
WHITEWATER MESS. 

AGAIN: IF THERE^TBEEN 
NO WRONGDOING, THERE 
SHOULD BE NOTHING TO HIDE. 
AS I POINTED OUT LAST 
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WEEK, THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RESEARCH SERVICE HAS 
PREPARED A MEMORANDUM 
LISTING MORE THAN 20 
CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS 
AND INVESTIGATIONS INTO 
ALLEGED EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
WRONGDOING DURING THE 
REAGAN AND BUSH 
ADMINISTRATIONS. THE 
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DEMOCRAT-CONTROLLED 
CONGRESS HAS NEVER BEEN 
SHY ABOUT EXERCISING ITS 
OVERSIGHT 

RESPONSIBILITIES/j.AND 

THERETNO REASON TO MAKE 
AN EXCEPTION FOR 
WHITEWATER. 

IF CONGRESS FAILS TO 
EXERCISE ITS OVERSIGHT 
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RESPONSIBILITIES, IF WE Doi^T 
HOLD HEARINGS, THEN WE 
EXPOSE OURSELVES TO THE 
CHARGE OF BEING WILLING 
ACCOMPLICES TO WHATEVER 
WRONGDOING MAY HAVE 
OCCURRED. 

MR. PRESIDENT, I ASK 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT 


13 



621 


*000514 

EDITORIALS FROM YESTERDAY’S 
NEW YORK TIMES AND 
WASHINGTON POST BE 
REPRINTED IN THE RECORD^ 
IM MEDIATELY -AFTER-MY 
■REMARKS? I ALSO ASK 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT THE 
MEMORANDUM FROM THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE BE REPRINTED IN THE 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know there is talk about, 

•Well, we can't do this because of Iran-contra," but there were 
a lot of speeches made on this floor in 1991, one by now Vice 
President, then Senator, A1 Core, who said, with reference to 
the 1980 October Surprise: 


"The evidence which has thus far trickled into the public 
domain is still fragmentary. Much of it is circumstantial# but 
it is compelling. If the allegations are not true# the country 
needs to know they are not true. If they are true# the country 
needs to know that as well . ... 

**1 believe the air needs to be cleared. So# I am today 
calling for a formal investigation of these charges and 
allegations without prejudging what that investigation might 
find, but believing deeply that it needs to take place in order 
to establish the truth or falsehood of the allegations that have 
been made . m 
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That was all about a bunch of rumors and soma guy named 
Gary Slick who came down here and convinced Democrats that we 
ought to have a hearing on whether or not President Reagan was 
engaged in some kind of conspiracy back in 1980 with reference 
to hostages. 

We nad hearings on coal. Neat-* sni, “Oh, v* cpv* Ho 
that because of Iran Contra," or whatever, because of what Mr. 
riske or Hr. Walsh may havo said. 

So, we can all be quoted. I notice that the Democrat 
National Committee said in 1973, Z believe, that I wanted to 
stop the Watergate hearing. Well, I dug out that speech. We 
were not trying to stop the hearings. In fact, Z think wo were 
suggesting that they were probably a good thing to have, we 



were just trying to stop the live coverage so we could do other 
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trying to keep out the press. We just thought live coverage day 
after day after day was not necessary. 

So we think a case will be made, and I hope that we could 
have some response soon. 

1 reserve the remainder of my time. 
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US. SEN A T O R FOR KANSAS 


FROM: 


SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADER 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Thursday, March 3, 1994 



Contacti Clarkson Hino 
(202) 224-5358 


WHITEWATER-MADISON UPDATE 

Dangerous Pattern Emerging in Administrat i on *s Handling of 
Madison -Whitewater Affair: Don't: Mix Politics & Lav Enforcement: 

According to Webster 's Dictionary , the word - independent" 
means, and I quote: “Not subject to control by others... Not 

looking to others for one's opinions or for guidance in conduct," 

I cite this definition because the last time I checked, the 
Resolution Trust Corporation is supposed to be an independent 
agency. . .Underscore the word "independent." But, in light of 
recent press accounts, it appears that I may have to do some more 
research, or Webster ' s may have to revise its definition. 

Last week, we learned that Roger Altman, the acting C.E.O. 
of the RTC and the No. 2 political appointee at the Treasury 
Department, met with White House political officials, allegedly 
to give them a "head's up” on the RTC's civil investigation into 
Madison Guaranty. Realizing his blunder, Mr. Altman 
subsequently — and very belatedly — recused himself from the 
Madison matter. 

More Questionable Meetings 

Today, we read that top officials at the Treasury 
Department, after the supposedly indepAhi3*nt-. RTC asked the 
Justice Department last year to investigate possible criminal 
activity involving Madison, mot twice with members of the White 
House Whitewater Brain-Trust--Sernard Nusnbauin, Bruce Lindsey, 
and Mark Gearan. According to news accounts, the Treasury 
officials gave the White House staffers a report on the "status* 
of the RTC ' s investigations and informed them that President and 
Mrs. Clinton wore "named" in the RTC referral, though not accused 
of any wrongdoing. 

Needless to say, the average American citizen who was either 
named in an RTC criminal referral or the subject of an RTC civil 
investigation would never have received such high-level 
cooperation from the very people charged with conducting the 
investigations . 

Dangerous Pattern 

A dangerous pattern seems to be emerging. 

During last, year's Travelgate fiasco, ovorly-eager White 
House staffers raised eyebrows by pressuring a top FBI official 
to attend a White House "political strategy" session, allegedly 
to coordinate a press response to the burgeoning number of media 
inquiries. Unfortunately, the supposedly independent FBI went 
along with this charade, changing an FBI press release to suit 
White House political needs. 

Todav, White House staffers are adopting a similar dJov. 
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saying there vras nothing wrong with tho Troasury- Whito House 
mootings: wo aro told that they woro simply sessions to 

"coordinate responses” to press inquiries about tho RTC's 
investigations into Madison . v n n ft r « 

Oueatlon. of Judoaant f. Covwr-Pp AUUU520 

Now, that brings mo to another word— "judgment. • 

In light of tho recent news reports, it's becoming 
increasingly clear that good judgment is in short supply among 
White Hous^and top Administration officials. No doubt about it, 
you're asking for big, big trouble, and showing some stunningly 
bad judgment, when you start mixing politics with law 
enforcement. It's only fair to excuse a misstep or two — we all 
make mistakes. But when bad judgment becomes the rule, rather 
than the exception— and when those involved don't admit their own 
mistakes — then it may be time for a little White House house- 
cleaning . 


(more) 
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And finally, a third word comes to mind--" cover-up. " If the 
White House has nothing to hid» *hont Whitewater , then why all 
the meetings? Why all the behind-the-scenes machinations? Why 
“negotiate*' a subpoena to shield Whitewater documents from public 
scrutiny^- And why put yourself in the dangerous position of 
being charged with compromising what arc supposed to bo 
“independent'' civil and criminal investigations? Ccver-ip is a 
tough word, but the consequences of a cover-up can be ovon 
tougher. 

Congress Has Responsibility - Can't Do Willing Accomplices 
I don't know what to make of the recently-disclosed White 
House-RTC-Treasury shenanigans, but 1 do knew that Congress has 
an obligation to ensure that supposedly independent law 
enforcement agencies are just that — independent. For Congress to 
punt on its oversight responsibilities is a disservice to the 
American people... ana exposes Congress to r.ho charge that we are 
willing accomplices to whatever Whitewater wrongdoing may have 
occurred . 

FDIC Nomination on Hold Until Thorough Hearing of RTC 6 Madison 
That's why Senator D'Amato, myself, and 41 other Senate 
Republicans yesterday wrote to the distinguished Majority Leader 
informing him that we will object to proceeding to the nomination 
of Ricki Tigert, President Clinton's nominee to chair the 
supposedly independent FDIC, unless the Senate Banking Committee 
has an opportunity to thoroughly examine the RTC's handling of 
its civil investigation into Madicon. Today ' c chocking 
revelations only serve to underscore the need for such an 
examination. . .And, more broadly, for hearings on the entire 
Madison/Whitewater affair. 

### 

Remarks delivered on Senate floor, approximately 12:30 PM ET. 
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NEWS 


J 


FLOOR STATtMCNr 
SFNAIUH CHRISTOPHER S. BONO 
MARCH 3, 1994 


Mr. President, I want to take ol lew minutes ol ihe Senate's time to 
outline where we are In terms of the on-going disclosures ol the White 
House and the flesolullon Trust Corporation regarding Madison Guaranty. 

As my colleagues know, Madison Guaranty wa6 a Little Rock savings 
and loan which wee owned by damns McDuugal - the business partner ol 
the Clintun's In lire Whitewater real estate deal. 

Mnrilaon Guaranty was a classic SAL story of Insider dealing, 
reckless loan policies and ultimate failure with the U.S taxpayers pinking 
up the tab, But In this case there was a small twist ~ many ul its 
benefactor* were In politics and Government. 

t he tangled web of Madison and Jim Mcdougal hat led to two 
criminal referrals by the RTC, an ongoing civil action Investigation by 
the RTC, a conflict of interest case for the Rose Law Firm, and a trial 
which is about to start conctrnlng David Hale. 

It has also ted to the appointment by the Attorney Generol ol Special 
Prosecutor Robert risk# who le looking at all these issues to see what 
happened, who was Involved, who benelilted, and was there a cuvor up. 


In the middle of ad this action. Republicans In the House and Senate 
have been attempting to get Ihe facts •* not to interfere, impatfe or delay 
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the Investigation - but In order to fultill our obligation of oversight over 
those who are now running the Government. 

This means asking questions of the RTC, the FDIC, the OCG and others 
about whether they are receiving outside pressure, is the White House 
staff attempting to get Information that these so-called independent- 
agencies would never give to anyone else, is this Information being 
provided? If so, by whom? And to whom? 

And as my colleagues Know, it was In the course of asking these 
types of questions — questions some of my colleagues don't believe 
should even be asked - that we first discovered from the acting head of 
the RTC Roger Altman that he had briefed White House staff on the statue 
of the RTC investigation. 

Now for those of you who are saying - stay out of the way, the 
Special Counsel is on the case - perhaps you would be interested to know 
that thla meeting took plaee 2 weeks after Mr Flake waa named. 

Mr President, let ms tell the Senate about this episode, which should 
go a long way toward explaining why the Republicans signed and sent a 
letter to the Majority Leader stating we want a hearing on thia. 

When Mr Altman was before the banking Committee on Feb. 24, 1 
asked him a series of questions aoout now he, and the RTC had been 
handling the case. Given the sensitivity of the case - with the President 
and the First Lady been named In the criminal referral by tha RTC regional 
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office - l asked Mr Altman: 

"Are there special measures taken In the resolution of a failed 
thrift ^hen you find It to be affiliated with a high-profile 
Individual? Someone in government for example?" 


He replied: 

"The procedures, Senator which the RTC follows are Intended to be 
identical In each case; and they certainly have been Identical in the 
case discussed this morning." 


He went on to say: 

"When the possibility of a criminal referral was brought to me, I 
took one step. That was to instruct all the relevant RTC personnel 
to handle criminal judgements In the same exact fashion that they 
would handle any other PIS matter with no deviation whatsoever.” 


Mr President, I should note for the record that Mr Altman answered 
these questions before he had divulged the meeting et the White House in 
February. I should also point out that in the course of thie discussion with 
me wnen he wes assuring me and the Sonata that the RTC was treating Vie 
Madleon case In en "Identical" manner, end that the staff should 
treat the criminal referral "in the exaot same fashion” with 
"no deviation whatsoever" - that Mr. Altman didn't sea fit to tell ua 
about how they had nut followed the exaot earns or Identical pracariuree. 


But It only gets worse. 
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Lator In the hearing | asked Mr. Altman: 

•When did you become aware of the RTC recommendation that 
further criminal prosecution be taken against Madison? 

He replied: 

"Last fall. I was advised that a question of referral to the Justice 
Department was under consideration at the RTC. And as other 
members of the RTC will attest, I said that normal procedures with 
no deviations whatsoever should be pursued, including chain of 
command, in terms of reaching that conclusion.” 


I then asked him: 

"Were you aware that the Regional Office had asked the National 
Office to make a determination as to whether the Clinton's name 
should be In the new expanded referral?” 


Altman replied: 


"No. I was simply informed that this issue was on the table, and my 
reaction was - and I only had one conversation about It - the 
normal procedure should be followed. That Is the way we are going 
to handle it from beginning to end.” 


I then asked: "How was the White House notified of the referral? 


Altman replied: 

They were not notified by the RTC, to the bast of my knowledge. 
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I followed up witti: 

'Nobody in your agency, to your knowledge advised the Whit* House 
staff (bat this was going to be a major - this could be a major 
source of concern?" 


Altman replied: 

"Not to my knowledge'. 


Now Mr. President, what we have just heard Is the repeated 
assurances that the RTC did nothing different in the Madison case from 
any other case. That the head of the RTC had Instructed his people, from 
the moment hie was aware of Madison's new criminal referral to treat the 
case no differently than all the others. 

But we now know this is simply not true. Not only did the head of 

the RTC brief the White House staff, and it bears repeating that by 

briefing Bemie Nueebaum and Maggie Williams. Mr. Altman was briefing 
the very people who stand accused of taking Whitewater/Madison files out 
of the late Mr. Poster’s office, and than attempting to conceal that they 
existed - and that these files are certainly one’s that the RTC’s own 

s 

investigators would' want to review. 

Out now wo find out that at least two additional meetings 
were held, both lata last year at the RTC was putting together their 
second criminal referral. According to the Washington Post - and this 
was confirmed to ms by Mr. Altman In a conversation last evening — Jean 
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Hanson, the General Counsel of the Treasury briefed Bemie Nussbaum in 
late September, and told him that the Clinton’s would be named in the 
criminal referral. 

» 

The second meeting occurred in October, and again Included Jean 
Hanson, plus two other Treasury political appointees, and was held In 
Nussbaum's office. Also in attendance according to the East were the 
White House Communications Director Mark Gearan, and the designated 
Whitewater spokesman for the White House, Bruce Lindsay. 

Before the meeting, Hanson was briefed by RTC senior V.P. Bill 
Roelle. 

Mr President - something is very wrong. 

Either Mr Altman deliberately misled the Committee -- which i don’t 
believe he did ~ or the political appointees beneath him daliberately did 
not brief him, did not correct the record, nor tell the Secretary of 
Treasury what his General Consul was up to, so he could correct the record 
when he was before the Senate Banking committee just 4 daye later. 

Mr. Altman has recused himself - better late than never. And the 
President’s chief of staff Mack McLarty has now laid down the law - no 
more meetings, again better late than never, but this Is not something 
that should havs to bs explicitly stated. 


But has Ms Hanson recused herself? 
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Aftewdl. the hat had throe meetings - and she Is the Qeneral 
counsel, the chief lawyer of the Department of Treasury? 

Did she suggest to Altman that a February briefing was in brder? 

Did she sent up other meetings that have not yet come to light? Why was 
she Involved in the first place. Is it true she has been acting as the 
general counsel of the RTC as there is no one currently In that position? 

We know have 5 examples of what it takes to get the Administration 
to see conflicts of interest - they have to be caught In the act 

Mr President, for those of us In Congress, who work with the 
Administration on a daily basis - trust is a very Important commodity. 
Unfortunately, it is easy to lose and hard to regain, and the Administration 
handling of Whitewater/ Madison has seriously eroded the trust of many of 
us in this body. 

That is why I support the Minority leaders efforts to get to the 
bottom of all this. 
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U SENA TOP r O R KANSAS 
3ENATF REPUBLICAN LEADER 


r01^TMH£DIATl t UlSJ.KAfia 
Thursday, March *, 1994 


Contact i Clarkwon 
(303) 2M-535U 
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WHITEWATER-MADISON UPDATE 

MMdLMOT ^f^l^ny^^'r Affair : t> on ' t. MI * Politics^ 

According tn wcbst ur'i Dic tion ary , tho wurd "independent" 
means, and Z quote: "Not subject to control by others... Not 

looking to other* for on* 'a opinion* or tor guidance in conduct. - 
I cit* thi* definition became th# last. timo I chocked, the 
resolution Trust Corporation iu «uvpo**d to be nn independent 
agency. . .Underscore the word "independent . • nut, in light of 
rerent press accounts, it. Appears that I may hove tn do sun* more 
reeearon, or Wwb» i «* * < rv»y hovo to rovisv it® definition. 

t«a A t wook, wq leamsd t.har. nogor Altman, th* acting C.E*0. 
of th* inc nnd the ho. 2 political appoint** at th* Treasury 
Department., met with Whit* House political official*, e.nagodly 
to give them a 'head'* up" on th* ktC'a civil investigation Into 
Madison. Guarawry. Realizing his blunder, Mr. Altman 
subsequent ly--and vory bwlat*dly--reeused himcolf from th* 
Madison matter. 


£jgr Q -0»actl9n>*i>Jo HtstiGon. 

Today, w* read that top officials at the Treasury 
Dopartuivut, after the supposedly Independent RTC. askod the 
Justice Department .last year to investigate poaoiblo criminal 
Activity involving Madison, mot tviow with member* of the White 
nous* Khitcrwatwr Brain-Trust — nernard Nussbaum, Bruce T.tndcey, 
and Mark Gwarai*. According t.o news accounts, the Treasury 
officials gave the Whit* House staffers a report on the "status" 
ot rh« KVC'O investigations end Informed them that President and 
Mr*. Clinton wore "named" in the RTC referral, though not nocuaod 
of any wrongdoing. 

Needless to say, tho average American oitlaen who wee either 
named in an RTC criminal referral or the subject of an ETC civil 
investigation would never have received such high-level 
cooperation from the very peoplo charged with conducting the 

investigations. 


OanggT-^n rqttcjm 

A dangerous pattern seems to be emarglng. 

Durlnq last year's Trevelgat# fiasco, ovorly-eager White 
House staffers reined oyobrows by pressuring a tup FDX oiiielal 
to attend a White lienee "political strategy" cession, allegedly 
to coordinate a press response to the burgeoning number of media 
inqu trios. Unfortunately, tho supposedly independent FBI went 
alonq with this charade, changing an FBI press relenoc to suit 
White House political needs. 

Today, White House staffers ere adopting a similar ploy, 
saying there was nothing wrong with the Treasury-White House 
mwwiings: we are told that they were simply sessions to 

"coordinate responses* to pi ess inquiries about the BTC's 
investigations into Madison. 

Ou.aOnna of JuJoiaant t CCrmr-Pp 

Now, that brings me to another word— " judgment. • 

In light of the recent news r*pv*l», Jt.'e becoming 
in rrnQ singly clear that good judgment is in short supply amonq 
White Koucc and top Administration officials. No doubt about it, 
you're asking tor big, big trouble, and snowing some stunningly 
bad judgment , when you start mixing politico vi.th law 
enforcement. It'* only fair to excuse a misstep or two — we all 
make mistake*. But when Kid judgment becomes the rule, rather 
than the exception- -and when thooo involved don't admit their own 
mistakes-- then it may be time for a little White iinnse house- 
cleaning. 


(mo ro) 
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TALKING POINTS ON CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON RTC 

X 0 0 0 5 3 0 

2 - 22-94 


BACKGROUND: 

Congressional hearings on the Resolution Trust Corporation, a Treasury Department unit and 
the government's chief savings and loan clean-up agency, are scheduled to begin this week. 
The Wall St. Journal reported today that this will give Republicans their first chance to grill 
administration officials, including Secretary Bentsen and Roger Altman, over legal issues 
related to RTC handling of Madison Guaranty. 

Altman is interim RTC chief. The Senate Banking Committee has set a Thursday hearing to 
receive the Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board, which monitors the RTC. Bentsen is 
chairman of the oversight board, Altman is a member. The Journal reports that Altman is 
expected to get special GOP attention on whether, as a former college classmate of the 
President, he should recuse himself from matters involving Madison. To date he has not done 
so. 


Per Howard Schloss, Department of the Treasury 


AS BACKGROUND: 

* They would like us to say as little as possible about this. Bentsen/Altman's 
testimony is still being written. Altman has tried to emphasize that he has 
had no contact with the White House over this matter. Therefore, we should 
not be in the position of discussing his actions in regard to Madison. 


MAJOR TALKING POINTS: 

• As Mr. Altman is interim CEO of an independent agency, it is not appropriate 
for the President to tell Mr. Altman whether or not to recuse himself. Mr. 
Altman has made statements regarding his position in the past, which I believe 
stand for themselves. For further comment regarding his role in this matter, I 
would refer you to Mr. Altman. 

* Q: Is the White House worried about the hearings? 


A: Not at all. 


Jean Hanson Appointments for January 1994 

Date Le gation Xiffle To See Bv whom 
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Possible Questions on Status of S&L Probe 
March 3, 1994 
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1. Did the information Jean Hanson give to Bemie Nussbaum help the White 
House to formulate a strategy for the ongoing Whitewater investigation? 

2. Other than the meetings reported, have there been any other meetings with White 
House officials. Treasury officials and RTC officials on this matter? 

3. When did the President know about the Hanson/Nussbaum encounter? 

4. When did the President know about the late October meeting with Nussbaum, 
Gearan, Treasury officials, and Hanson? 

5. When did the First Lady know about the meetings? 

6. Who asked for the second meeting? 

7. Did participants in the second meeting disseminate the information to the 
President? First Lady? 

10. Does the President think this matter should be referred to the special counsel? 

11. Does the White House Communications office talk regularly with Treasury public 
affairs about the ongoing investigation? 

12. Roger Altman said last week he showed "bad judgement” in conducting the 
briefing with Hanson. Does the White House think they showed bad judgement 
in meeting with Hanson and Treasury officials about the ongoing investigation? 

13. Does the White House think Treasury or White House officials should comply 
with Senator D* Amato’s request for a special hearing by the Banking Committee? 

14. What does McLart/s memo say? When will it be released to staff? What staff is 
affected by the memo? 

15. Was the Hanson/Nussbaum meeting inappropriate? Was the Hanson, DeVore, 
Gearan, et al, meeting inappropriate? Does the White House think the Roger 
Altman meeting was inappropriate? If not, then why is McLarty sending a memo 
that says contacts between Treasury and White House officials be stopped? 

16. Does the president still have confidence in Bemie Nussbaum counsel? 

17. Who is researching the rules? What have you found out about the rules? 
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Possible Questions Regarding Wash Post/Web Hubbell Article 
March 2, 1994 
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18. Did Roger Altman talk about the investigation when he informally briefed White 
House staff on the statue of limitations/Madison Guaranty. 


641 


Personal and Confidential 


X000534 


MEMORANDUM 


To: 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 


File 

Bruce R. 



October 20, 1993 


Whitewater Development Corporation 


On Thursday, October 14, 1993, Bernie Nussbaum, Neil Eggleston, and Cliff 
Sloan of the White House Counsel’s office, Mark Gearan and I met with Jack 
DeVore, Josh Steiner, and Jean Hanson of the Treasury Department. The purpose 
of the meeting was to discuss a telephone call that Jack had received the day 
before from Jeff Gerth of The New York Times. 

Gerth informed DeVore that he is aware that a number of criminal referrals 
involving Jim McDougal and Madison Guaranty had been forwarded from RTC’s 
Kansas City field office to its Washington office. (Apparently, the "normal" 
procedure is for a criminal referral to be sent from a field office directly to the 
appropriate U.S. Attorney’s office. DeVore did not know why these referrals 
came to Washington instead.) Gerth stated that, to his knowledge, President 
Clinton was not a target of the referrals, although Governor Jim Guy Tucker might 
be. 


One of the referrals, however, involved four cashiers checks -- each for $3,000, 
two made payable to the Clinton for Governor Campaign and two made payable 
to Bill Clinton. The checks were dated April 4 or 5, 1985. All four checks were 
deposited in the Bank of Cherry Valley. Gerth wanted DeVore to find out who 
had endorsed the checks. (A check of pur campaign records turned up three 
cashiers checks for $3,000 each from J. W. Fulbright, Ken Peacock, and Dean 
Landrum, and a personal check for $3,000 from Jim McDougal, signed by Susan 
McDougal.) 


l 
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DeVore confirmed with the RTC that the referrals had been received in the 
Washington office, but had already been forwarded on to the Little Rock U.S. 
Attorney’s office. DeVore wanted to make it clear to Gerth that the referrals had 
been sent to Little Rock before his call. DeVore’s inclination was also to confirm 
to Gerth the fact of the referrals. He indicated that such confirmation was normal 
procedure. We suggested that instead of confirming the referrals, DeVore should 
indicate "off the record" that whatever had been received in Washington had been 
forwarded to the U.S. Attorney’s office prior to Gerth’s call. 

The RTC believes that the funds for the cashiers checks came from a loan from 
Madision Guaranty to a Republican, but supposedly the Republican was unaware 
that some of the loan funds had been diverted. 

cc: Maggie Williams 

Bill Kennedy 
Mark Gearan 
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Personal and Confidential 


MEMORANDUM 


To: File 

From: Bruce R. Lindsey 

Date: October 20, 1993 

Re: Whitewater Development Corporation 


On Thursday, October 14, 1993, Bernie Nussbaum, Neil Eggleston, and Cliff 
Sloan of the White House Counsel’s office, Mark Gearan and I met with Jack 
DeVore, Josh Steiner, and Jean Hanson of the Treasury Department. The 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss a telephone call that Jack had received 
the day before from Jeff Gerth of The New York Times. 

Gerth informed DeVore that he is aware that a number of criminal referrals 
involving Jim McDougal and Madison Guaranty had been forwarded from 
RTC’s Kansas City field office to its Washington office. (Apparently, the 
"normar procedure is for a criminal referral to be sent from a field office 
directly to the appropriate U.S. Attorney’s office. DeVore did not know why 
these referrals came to Washington instead.) Gerth stated that, to his 
knowledge, President Clinton was not a target of the referrals, although 
Governor Jim Guy Tucker might be. 

One of the referrals, however, involved four cashiers checks — each for 
$3,000, two made payable to the Clinton for Governor Campaign and two made 
payable to Bill Clinton. The checks were dated April 4 or 5, 1985. All four 
checks were deposited in the Bank of Cherry Valley. Gerth wanted DeVore to 
find out who had endorsed the checks. (A check of our campaign records 
turned up three cashiers checks for $3,000 each from J. W. Fulbright, Ken 
Peacock, and Dean Landrum, and a personal check for $3,000 from Jim 
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McDougal, signed by Susan McDougal.) 

DeVore confirmed with the RTC that the referrals had been received in the 
Washington office, but had already been forwarded on to the Little Rock U.S. 
Attorney’s office. DeVore wanted to make it clear to Gerth that the referrals 
had been sent to Little Rock before his call. DeVore’s inclination was also to 
confirm to Gerth the fact of the referrals. He indicated that such confirmation 
was normal procedure. We suggested that instead of confirming the referrals, 
DeVore should indicate "off the record” that whatever had been received in 
Washington had been forwarded to the U.S. Attorney’s office prior to Gerth’s 
call. 

The RTC believes that the funds for the cashiers checks came from a loan from 
Madision Guaranty to a Republican, but supposedly the Republican was 
unaware that some of the loan funds had been diverted. 

cc: Maggie Williams 

Bill Kennedy 
Mark Gearan 
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WASHINOTON I A / ]/(/ 


February 28, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR FILE 

FROM; JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND STAFF SECRETARY 

W. NEIL EGGLESTON 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE: WHITEWATER — SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE HEARING AND 

OTHER RECENT ACTIVITY 


I 


SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE HEARING 
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W.W.E. 
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4. Senator Grama. 

Senator Grama was initially pretty mild, aerely urging 
the President to made all information public so that the country 
could move on to other issues. 

It was during Mr. Grama's questioning that Mr. Altman 
testified about his meeting at the White Rouse approximately 
three weeks before the hearing. Mr. Altman stated that the 
meeting was procedural only, relating to the statute of 
limitations issue. Mr. Altman stated that he had requested the 
meeting because he had been answering questions from members of 
Congress about the procedural issues, and thought it only 
appropriate to provide the same information to the White House. 
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XV. THE FOSTER 8UICIDB AND SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

Mr. Foster committed suicide in July 1993. No files 
were removed from his office prior to an examination of those 
files by White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum in the presence of 
law enforcement officers. In the presence of those officials, 

Mr. Nussbaum reviewed and noted the files in Mr. Foster's office, 
including a file related to Whitewater. The files were 
ultimately separated into three categories: those relating to 
White House legal matters, which were assigned out to other 
counsel in the office; those relating to the Clintons' personal 
legal matters, including Whitewater, which were turned over to 
the Clintons' personal attorney; and those relating to Mr. Foster 
personally# which were turned over to counsel for the Foster 
family. The few Whitewater files that were in Mr. Foster's 
office at the time of his death were properly sent to the 
Clintons' personal law firm for safekeeping and storage. 

V. THE INVESTIGATION 


Shortly before Christmas, press reports erroneously 
suggested that files had been improperly removed from Mr. 
Foster's office before the review described above. To avoid any 
question about the Clintons' desire to cooperate in the 
Department of Justice investigation into Madison Guaranty, the 
President ordered his attorney to turn over all relevant records 
to the Department. As would be entirely routine and to protect 
the integrity of the investigation, the President's lawyer 
requested a subpoena to cover the documents. Delivery of the 
documents to the Department has now been completed. Those 
documents will be reviewed by the grand jury investigating 
Madison in Little Rock. 
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IV. THE FOSTER 8UICIDB AND SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

Mr. Foster committed suicide in July 1993. No files 
were removed from his office prior to an examination of those 
files by White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum in the presence of 
law enforcement officers. In the presence of those officials, 

Mr. Nussbaum reviewed and noted the files in Mr. Foster's office. 
The files were ultimately separated into three categories: those 
relating to White House legal matters, which were assigned out to 
other counsel in the office; those relating to the Clintons' 
personal legal matters, including a Whitewater file, which were 
turned over to the Clintons' personal attorney; and those 
relating to Mr. Foster personally, which were turned over to 
counsel for the Foster family. 

The few Whitewater file that was in Mr. Foster's office 
at the time of his death was properly sent to the Clintons' 
personal law firm. It was subsequently provided voluntarily by 
the Clintons to the Department of Justice. Moreover, the Park 
Police reviewed Mr. Foster's personal documents at the office of 
the Fosters' attorney within several days after July 22. 


V. THE INVESTIGATION 


Shortly before Christmas, press reports erroneously 
suggested that files had been improperly removed from Mr. 
Foster's office before the review described above. To avoid any 
question about the Clintons' desire to cooperate in the 
Department of Justice investigation into Madison Guaranty, the 
President ordered his attorney to turn over all relevant records 
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ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND STAFF SECRETARY 

W. NEIL EGGLESTON 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

WHITEWATER— SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE HEARING AND 
OTHER RECENT ACTIVITY 
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4. Senator Granua. 

Senator Grama was initially pretty mild, merely urging 
the President to made all information public so that the country 
could move on to other issues. 

It was during Mr. Gramm's questioning that Mr. Altman 
testified about his meeting at the White Rouse approximately 
three weeks before the hearing. Mr. Altman stated that the 
meeting was procedural only, relating to the statute of 
limitations issue. Mr. Altman stated that he had requested the 
meeting because he had been answering questions from members of 
Congress about the procedural issues, and thought it only 
appropriate to provide the same information to the White House. 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMimt ON IANKINO. P1NANCC ANO URBAN AFFAIR! 

ONI HUNORIO THIRD CONQftCM 
9t9» RAYBURN MOUSS 0FF1CS BUU.OINO 
WABWNOTON. OC 20B 1 0-BO BO 


Morel) 1, 1994 


Mr* Bernard Hussbaum 
Counsel to the President 
The white House 
Washington* D.C. 20500 



Mr* Stephen Potts 
Director 

Office of Goveranent Ethics 
1301 Hew York Avenue* H.W. 

Suite SOO 

Washington* D.C. 20005-3917 

Me* Jean Hanson 
General counsel 
Moon 3000 

Departaent of the Treasury 
Washington* D.C* 20230 

Mr* Art Xuslnskl 
Chief Ethics Officer 
Resolution Trust Corporation 
801- 17th street* M.W. 

Washington* D.C. 20434 

Dear Messrs, and Madam 

On February 3, 1994* X wrote to the Xnterin CEO of the Resolution 
Trust corporation (RTC) * Mr* Roger Altman, asking that he seek 
appropriate counsel as to whether he should recuse himself from 
natters regarding Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan* As X noted in 
ay February 3 letter to Mr* Altman: * ... it would appear ethically 

questionable for a political appointee of the Departaent of 
Treasury to make decisions for an Independent federal agency when 
the President nay be implicated in enforceaent and civil actions. " 

On February 23 X received a lengthy response to ay letter vhloh 
ended with the following sentences "I trust this letter fully 
addresses your concerns 11 (see attached letters). Regrettably* the 
letter did not fully address the concerns expressed in ay letter of 
February 3* Moreover # it would appear that the conoems raised in 
my letter were confirmed when Mr. Altman testified last week before 
the Senate Banking Committee that he had entered discussions with 
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tha White Houaa on matters affecting tha President's potential 
paraonal liabllltiaa. 

While it ia dubiously credible to think Hr. Altman vould have gone 
to tha White House to discuss only tha statute of limitations, in 
that a mare memo vould have sufficed, it boars noting again tha 
irony that it vas Mr. Altman who on Kay 4, 1993, strongly 

recommended by letter to tha Chairman of the House Banking 

Committee that the statute of limitations for civil lawsuits 

against 66L wrongdoers not bo extended. 

Mr. Altman's masting with White House staff concerning the RTC's 
actions in the Madison case is an ethical umbrage. Sven though Nr. 
Altman has now decided it proper to recuse himself from the Madison 
case, the issue at hand is whether hie oonduot violated federal 
ethics guidelines or strictures, as promulgated by the RTC. These 
guidelines are listed under 12 cm f 1409.7 and include tha 

followings 

N Ho employee shall engage in any action, which might result 
in, or crests the appearance of • . . 

(b) giving preferential treatment to any parson;.., 

(d) losing complete Independence or impartiality; 

(e) making an RTC decision outside official channels; 
or, 

(f) adversely affecting the public's confidence In the 
integrity of tha RTC," 

Also, 12 cm s 1609.10 states that an RTC "employs# may not, 
dlreotly, or indirectly, use or ellov the use of information vhioh 
is obtained as a result of his or her RTC employment but which is 
not available to the general public in order to engage in any 
finanolel transaction or to further a private interest. 11 

Zn addition, another issue appears to be in abuse of the spirit of 
6 U.S.C 3349. Zn a technical sense, this statute allows the 
president to name a temporary agency head to fill a vacancy until 
a nominee is confirmed by the Senate. Zn the event a nominee is 
rejected by the Senate or his/her name is withdrawn, 5 U.S.C. 334S 
provides that ths vacancy may be filled for not more than 120-days 
by en individual designated by tha President. 

Zn the case of Mr. Altman's appointment as interim CEO of the RTC, 
VS have a situation where a political appointee of tha Treasury 
Department has served aa tha head of en independent agency for 
approximately 13 months. To some, this circumstance loaves the 
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impression that Hr* Altman's tarn of off lot night have boon 
intandad to ooinolda with tho running of tho atatuta of Xinitationa 
for civil lavauita which could affact tha Vhita Houaa* 

How that tha atatuta of linitationa haa baan extendad# a akaptio 
might wondar if further lagal nachinationa will occur an a naana of 
maintaining Hr* Altman' a tenure aa intarln CEO of tha ETC. After 
all 9 no noalnaa to head tha RTC haa baan formally praaantad to tha 
senate elnce nr* Tata withdraw hla naaa froa consideration on 
Kovambar 30 # whan ha complained of groaa mieaanagemant at tha RTC* 

It la my judgenant that tha RTC haa had ita lndapandanoa 
oonpromiaad and that it la no longer auffloiant for Hr* Altman to 
racuaa hinaalf froa tha Nadiaon caaa. It la all too apparent that 
hla shadow looms large at tha agency and that hia immediate 
resignation from all responsibilities at tha RTC would appear to be 
tha only ethical option at this time* 

Zn addition # juet as one party ahould not have regueated tha 
matting# the other party ahould not havo accepted it. in this 
regard# Z hereby reguest a review of whether White Houaa officials# 
Barnard Nuasbaum, Margaret Williams# and Harold Iekas# violated any 
ethical guide lines* Hare Z would call your attention to tha 
following White Houaa guidelines t 

3 cm % 100*733-4 General standards of conduct* 

" (c) in all circumstances employees shall conduct 
thamaalvaa so aa to exemplify tha highest standards of 
integrity* An employee shall avoid any action# whether 
or not epeoiflcaily prohibited by this subpart, which 
might result ln« or oreate tha appearanoe oft 

• (l) using public of flea for privets gain; 

• (3) Giving prafarontlal treatment to any person; 
(3) Impeding Government efficiency or economy; 

• (4) Losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(5). Making a Govaramaht decision outside official 
channels; or 

• (0) Affecting adversely the confidence of the 
public in the integrity of the Government* 11 


3 CFR $ 100*735-0 Confllots of interest. 



683 


Pag* 4 

March l, 1994 


X000581 


”(«) A oonfllot o f intftrfttt say exist vh*nftv*r ftn 
•mployftft has ft substantial or privatft interest In ft 
Mttar vhich lnvolvfta hla duties and responalbllltlftft as 
an employee. Thft maintenance of publlo oonfldano« in 
Government dearly demands that an employs* taka no 
action vhich would constitute the uao of hi» official 
position to advanos hio personal or privets intaraat. It 
Is squally important that each aoployoft avoid becoming 
involved in situations vhich prsaant ths possibility, or 
avsn ths appssrancs, that his official position night bs 
ussd to his privats advantage." 


3 cm | 100.735*21 General conduot prejudicial to ths 
Government. 


"An employes shall not engage in criminal, Infamous, 
dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgracsful conduct, 
or other conduct prejudicial to the Government.” 

With regard to ths second of ths abovs citations, it would appear 
a elf -apparent that "personal or private interest" would apply to 
issues of individual job security or promotion. In addition, with 
regard to ths third, ths adjective "dishonest” would presumably 
apply to tho issuance of statements of fact that prove untrue. 
Hers, I bring to your attention, Xr. Nuaabaua's February 10, 1994 
latter to Reps. Lightfoot, Wolf, and Zatook. Z would also ask that 
tha possibility bs probed that tha masting might have had ths 
effect of being "prejudicial" to ths government's csss in attempts 
to recover taxpayer losses rsletsd to ths failure of Kadison 
Guaranty. 

Z would speoiflcally request that ths Office of Government Ethics 
and tha chief Ethics Officer of the White House, which Z understand 
to be Mr. Hussbaum or hie designee, formally review end provide me 
with a response as to whether the meeting between the three White 
House officials and Mr. Altman vlolatad any guidelines of 

f overruaent ethics, regulations, or law. Zn particular, there is an 
mpllcit appearance that public officials dealt with tha private 
matters of ths President. In this regard, I would hereby request 
e list of any Individuals who participated or attended at any point 
in tho discussions and from each any notes or recordings of the 
meeting or meetings at the White House or elsewhere on this matter. 

Please provide e full response to tho lsauea raised In this letter 
regarding ths Whits Rouse as well as Mr. Altman by Monday, Kerch 
31, 1994. Thank you for your time and consideration of this 
matter. 

Sinoerely, 

Jarnas^. Leach 
Ranking Member 

gos Mr. Roger Altman 

interim c so 

Reeolution Trust Corporation 
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RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION 

Resolving The CHsie 
Restoring The Confidence 

March 3, 1994 


The Honorable Donald W. Riegle, Jr. 

United States Senate 

105 Dlrksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Riegle: 

As you know, I testified before your Committee last week in connection with the semi* 
annual Oversight hearings on the RTC. I was asked about any contacts which 1 had with 
representatives of the White House on RTC matters and described a meeting which I had. 

I would like to expand the record as follows. Pint, to the best of my recollection, no non- 
public information was provided on this case to representatives of the White House during 
that discussion. Second, it is my understanding that RTC staff had already had discussions 
with Senator D* Amato's staff on statute of limitations issues. Third, the Treasury General 
Counsel, who also attended the meeting, has advised me that before that meeting she sat 
down with this Department’s designated Ethics Officer. She informed him of the purposes of 
the meeting and asked his view. He advised her that he saw no problem. 

In short, there was no discussion whatsoever on the substance of this case. That's because I 
never have had, nor have, any knowledge of the substance. I have received no documents in 
that regard, nor otherwise received any information on the substance of this matter. 



Roger C. Altman 
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RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION 

^ Rcsolvfnt The Crisis 
Rcstorltti The Confidence 


March 2, 1994 


The Honorable Donald W. Riegle, Jr. 

United States Senate 

105 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C 20510 

Dear Senator Riegle: 

I testified before your Committee last Thursday in connection with the semi-annual Oversight 
hearings on the RTC. There was a discussion, as you remember, of a meeting which I had 
with representatives of the White House. As I indicated, no non-public information was 
provided at that meeting on any aspect of the Madison Guaranty matter. 

When Senator Bond asked me at that hearing whether any other communications had taken 
place between the RTC and the White House, my response was "not to my knowledge”. I 
still have no knowledge that any such discussions occurred. 

But, I have learned today of two conversations which did take place between Treasury staff 
and White House personnel on this matter. My information is that both related to the 
handling of press inquiries. 

I would appreciate the opportunity to amend the record accordingly. 


Simerely, 
Roger C. Altman 


Ml 7 7th Strain NW Washington, DC 20494 
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March 7 • 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 

This memorandum responds both to Congressman Leach's March 1, 

1994 letter and to your request for a review of three contacts 
between White House staff members and employees of the Treasury 
Department. In particular, you have asked, and Congressman Leach 
has inquired, whether White House employees violated any ethics 
laws or administrative regulations by engaging in discussions 
with Treasury officials on September 29, 1993, October 14, 1993, 
and February 2, 1994 in response to inquiries the Treasury 
Department had received from the press and/or procedural issues 
that were to be, or had been, discussed with Congressional 
members, their staffs, and the press. 

I . Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following facts, which have 
been gained through public materials ( e.q. . newspapers, March 3, 
1994 Letter from Roger Altman to the Honorable Donald W. Riegle, 
Jr.). We have not interviewed anyone regarding these contacts 
nor sought to ascertain the accuracy of the facts in light of 
recent events. 

The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on September 
29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco matter. Ms. 
Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury Department, 
approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the President, and 
informed him that the Resolution Trust Company ("RTC") was making 
a criminal referral to the Department of Justice in a matter 
involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson stated that the Clintons 
were not subjects or targets of the referral but that their names 
appeared on some checks made out to then Governor Clinton's 
gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. Hanson indicated that 
she was providing this information because of the likelihood of 
press inquiries to the White House on this matter. This contact 
was brief. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October±£4g,i Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs^ requested a meeting with the 
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White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for The New York Times . The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign. White House officials, 
including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and Bruce Lindsey, met 
with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, Chief of Staff of 
the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate responses to The 
New York Times inquiry. This meeting was relatively short. 

The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials, including Maggie Williams, Harold 
Ickes and Bernard Nussbaum, on procedural matters ( i.e. . the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
was relatively short. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based on the facts 
described above. If other issues were raised during any of these 
contacts, such issues necessarily would have to be evaluated 
independently . 

II. General Principles 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. Cf . 

3 U.S.C. SS 101 - 114. Employees are charged with undertaking 
those duties or tasks that are required of them in their official 
capacities for the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under authority of 
one's government office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 
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Between the two clear poles of N official l> and "personal, N 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
roles of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review them for any issues that should be addressed 
before the return is filed and made public. Similarly, where 
most persons personally must pay for the services of 
calligraphers and cooks, it is appropriate for the President, 
pursuant to authority granted by Congress under Title III, to use 
federal dollars to pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, 
because the public is interested in knowing a considerable amount 
about personal matters related to the President — e.a . . where he 
is taking vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his 
back — it is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue 
official statements about these matters. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. Agency investigations touching or affecting a sitting 
President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise official 
issues that the White House must address. For example, such 
matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and members of 
Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether there was any violation by White House officials under 
the specific ethics regulations and laws. We have reviewed the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch Employees, 

5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest statutes, 

18 U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the following 
provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at issue: 

5 C.F.R. SS 2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 502, 702, 
703, 705; and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 and 208. 


3 
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A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

SS 2635.101(b)(7) and 702. 

1. Use of Public Office for Employee's Personal Gain 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Thus, none were acting in a matter where their own 
financial interest could be affected. Nor is it apparent that 
any of the White House officials involved in the contacts stood 
personally to gain "other benefits" by their actions. 1 

2. Use of Public Office for Private Gain of Another 

Sections 2635.101(b)(7) and 702 also prohibit federal employees 
from acting for the private gain of others who are associated 
with them in a nongovernmental capacity. To interpret these 
provisions, we start from the guidance the U.S. Office of 
Government Ethics ("OGE") provides regarding the application of 
the provision governing the use of public office for the private 
gain. OGE states that "issues related to an individual 


1 In his letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts — namely, because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. See 57 Fed. 
Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualification whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, would be prohibited by 
this provision. 
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employee's use of public office for private gain tend to arise 
when the employee's action benefits those with whom the employee 
has a relationship outside the office, and the language of 
S 2635.702 is intended to pinpoint this conduct without 
unreasonably limiting employees in the performance of their 
official duties . " 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 (August 7 , 1992). We 

believe it is important to apply this provision in light of its 
goal, namely, prohibiting official actions for personal or 
private financial, or any other benefit, of another. 

In the contacts at issue, none of the employees were operating on 
behalf of individuals with whom they are affiliated in their non- 
official (or private) capacity. Rather, White House staff were 
acting to respond to inquiries, actual or anticipated, which they 
would be called upon to respond to in their official capacity on 
behalf of the President. Therefore, the only financial or other 
benefits that could arise from the employees' actions was to the 
Clintons. 

The actions taken by White House officials in these matters, 
namely, discussing appropriate responses to inquiries from the 
press or Congress, were part of the official responsibilities of 
the White House officials. Thus, these actions were in 
furtherance of their official duties as White House employees, 
and not to benefit personally, financially or otherwise, the 
Clintons. Because the discussions during the White House 
employees' contacts with Treasury officials went to responding to 
actual or anticipated media inquiries and in one contact, the 
procedural posture of the matter, rather than to means or 
attempts to affect actions to be taken regarding the referral, 
White House officials did not use public office for private gain 
of the Clintons. 

3. Use of Public Office to Coerce a Benefit 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts do not suggest that White House 
officials took any actions that could be construed as coercing 
another individual to provide any benefit to the Clintons. 

First, in each instance Treasury Department officials instigated 
the contact and the discussions with White House staff members. 
Second, each of the contacts was for an official purpose — to 
address actual or anticipated public inquiries that the White 
House would receive in the wake of referrals. Finally, as 
previously stated, the discussions, rather than going to the 
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nature of the actions, went to the way in which the natter should 
be discussed officially. 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee M shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual an employee should take Appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties.” 5 C.F.R. S 101(b)(8) and 
502. 

1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at a 
fundraiser), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office) , is treating those organizations preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials. White House officials did not 
confer any benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The Standards of Conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635. 101(b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the year prior to government service, served 
as officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; or an organization in which 
the employee is an active participant. 
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person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. § 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee considers, including the nature of 
the relationship between the relevant parties, the financial 
effect, the nature and importance of the official's 
participation, and the sensitivity of the matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(d). 

The matter involved in the contacts with Treasury officials does 
not involve parties, or representatives of parties, with which 
any of the White House officials has a "covered relationship." 
See note 2. Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any 
of the White House officials to invoke the authorization 
procedures outlined in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the Standards of Conduct 
requires that an employee who is concerned that circumstances 
other than those specifically described in section 502(a) would 
raise a question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the contacts would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. 4 The White House officials were 
addressing the issues raised by Treasury employees in the 
contacts as official matters, in their official capacity, as 
opposed to as matters of personal interest to the Clintons. 

C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 


3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
("DAEO"), or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as 
the Alternate DAEO. 

4 Because the regulations have been in effect for just a 
little over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations 
that would require an employee to question his impartiality, 
other than in the context of covered relationships. There are no 
examples in the regulations and no decisions from OGE 
interpreting the more general standard matter. 
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Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.703(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts do not suggest that the 
information disseminated was, or is, nonpublic. White House 
officials were the recipients of information provided by Treasury 
employees whose actions appear, and at the time appeared, to have 
been taken in their official capacity. We do not have reason to 
believe that this information has or had M not actually been 
disseminated to the general public and is [or was] not authorized 
to be made available to the public on request. " 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.703(b) (3) . 

Because the contacts were made to enable White House and Treasury 
officials to respond to press inquiries, there appears to have 
been no reason for White House officials to know that the 
information was, if it was, nonpublic and was not to be 
disclosed. In particular, with regard to the February 2, 1994, 
contact,, Mr. Altman stated that the information about which he 
briefed White House officials was provided to Congress and 
members of the press. Mr. Altman's statement suggests that the 
information was authorized to be disclosed. Accordingly, White 
House officials would not have a basis for thinking that the 
information provided by Treasury officials was, if indeed it is, 
nonpublic information and would therefore not have been in a 
position to "knowingly" disclose nonpublic information. Id. at 
S 2635.703(b) . 5 

D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 
subordinates to engage in nonofficial activities that personally 
benefited the supervisor. 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when they met with Treasury 


5 Under the Standards of Conduct, "nonpublic information is 
information that an employee gains by reason of Federal 
employment and that he knows or reasonably should know has not 
been made available to the general public. " 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.703(b) . 
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arising as a result of actions taken by another agency — and 
thus, the officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner, 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest, other 
than in the proper discharge of his official duties. 18 U.S.C. 

S 205(a) . 

This statute prohibits representational actions that an employee 
undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to actions that 
are part of his official responsibilities. In other words, 
employees may make contacts and appearances in their official 
capacities on behalf of their employing agency. They are 
expected to communicate with and appear before other agencies to 
discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were made in the 
course of exercising their official duties on behalf of the White 
House and were not made as representations of anyone other than 
the White House. 

IV. Conclusion 

This memorandum is based solely on the facts that are stated 
herein and does not analyze the propriety of actions undertaken 
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This memorandum is based solely on the facts that are stated 
herein and does not analyze the propriety of actions undertaken 
by either Treasury Department or RTC officials, who may be 
subject to additional statutes, regulations, or guidance 
regarding their conduct. With that in mind and based upon the 
facts outlined above, it is our conclusion that White House 
officials who participated in the meetings on September 29, 
October 14, and February 2 did not violate the criminal conflict 
of interest statutes or the government-wide standards of conduct 
regulations. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE X000624 

WASH I NGTON 

March 7, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Contacts vith Treasury Officials 

This memorandum responds both to Congressman Leach's March 1, 

1994 letter and to your request for a review of three contacts 
between White House staff members and employees of the Treasury 
Department. In particular, you have asked, and Congressman Leach 
has inquired, whether White House employees violated any ethics 
laws or administrative regulations by engaging in discussions 
with Treasury officials on September 29, 1993, October 14, 1993, 
and February 2, 1994 in response to inquiries the Treasury 
Department had received from the press and/or procedural issues 
that were to be, or had been, discussed with Congressional 
members, their staffs, and the press. 

I . Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following facts. The first 
contact with Treasury officials occurred on September 29, 1993, 
at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco matter. Ms. Jean 
Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury Department, approached 
Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the President, and informed him that 
the Resolution Trust Company ("RTC") was making a criminal 
referral to the Department of Justice in a matter involving 
Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson stated that the Clintons were not 
subjects or targets of the referral but that their names appeared 
on some checks made out to then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial 
re-election campaign. Ms. Hanson indicated that she was 
providing this information because of the likelihood of press 
inquiries to the White House on this matter. This contact was 
brief. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for The New York Times . The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
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organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. S 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at a 
fundraiser), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office) , is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials, White House officials did not 
confer any benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The Standards of Conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the year prior to government service, served 
as officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; or an organization in which 
the employee is an active participant. 
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DRAFT March 5, 1994 DRAFT 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 

This memorandum responds both to Congressman Leach's March 1, 

1994 letter and to your request for a review of three contacts 
between White House staff members and employees of the Treasury 
Department. In particular , you have asked, and Congressman Leach 
has inquired, whether White House employees violated any ethics 
laws or administrative regulations by engaging in discussions 
with Treasury officials on September 29, 1993, October 14, 1993, 
and February 2, 1994 in response to inquiries the Treasury 
Department had received from the press and/or procedural issues 
that were to be, or had been, discussed with Congressional 
members, their staffs, and the press. 

I. Background 

This memorandum is based solely upon the following understanding 
of the facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred 
on September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
( "RTC" ) was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact was brief. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for The New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign. White House officials, 
including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and Bruce Lindsey, met 
with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, Chief of Staff of 
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the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate responses to The 
Near York Times inquiry. This meeting was relatively short. 

The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials, including Maggie Williams, Harold 
Ickes and Bernard Nussbaum, on procedural matters ( i.e. . the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
was relatively short. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based solely on the 
facts described above. If other issues were raised during any of 
these contacts, such issues necessarily would have to be 
evaluated independently. 

II. General Principles 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. Cf . 

3 U.S.C. S 101 et. seq. Employees are charged with undertaking 
those duties or tasks that are required of them in their official 
capacities for the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under authority of 
one's government office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official” and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
roles of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
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White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review them for any issues that should be addressed 
before the return is filed and made public. Similarly, where 
most persons personally must pay for the services of 
calligraphers and cooks, it is appropriate for the President, 
pursuant to authority granted by Congress under Title III, to use 
federal dollars to pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, 
because the public is interested in knowing a considerable amount 
about personal matters related to the President — e.q. . where he 
is taking vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his 
back — it is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue 
official statements about these matters. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. Agency investigations touching or affecting a sitting 
President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise official 
issues that the White House must address. For example, such 
matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and members of 
Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether there was any violation by White House officials under 
the specific ethics regulations and laws. We have reviewed the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch Employees, 5 
C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest statutes, 18 
U.S.C. §S 202 - 209, and have identified the following provisions 
as potentially relevant to the contacts at issue: 5 C.F.R. SS 

2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 502, 702, 703, 705; 
and 18 U.S.C. §§ 205 and 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity. M 5 C.F.R. 
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SS 2635.101(b)(7) and 702. 

1. Use of Public Office for Employee's Personal Gain 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Thus, none were acting in a matter where their own 
financial interest could be affected. Nor is it apparent that 
any of the White House officials involved in the contacts stood 
personally to gain "other benefits' 1 by their actions. 1 

2. Use of Public Office for Private Gain of Another 

Sections 2635.101(b)(7) and 702 also prohibit federal employees 
from acting for the private gain of others who are associated 
with them in a nongovernmental capacity. To interpret these 
provisions, we start from the guidance the U.S. Office of 
Government Ethics ("OGE") provides regarding the application of 
the provision governing the use of public office for the private 
gain. OGE states that "issues related to an individual 
employee's use of public office for private gain tend to arise 
when the employee's action benefits those with whom the employee 
has a relationship outside the office, and the language of $ 


1 In his letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts — namely, because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. See 57 Fed. 
Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualification whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, would be prohibited by 
this provision. 
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2635.702 is intended to pinpoint this conduct without 
unreasonably limiting employees in the performance of their 
official duties." 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 (August 7, 1992). We 
believe it is important to apply this provision in light of its 
goal, namely, prohibiting official actions for personal or 
private financial, or any other benefit, of another. 

In the contacts at issue, none of the employees were operating on 
behalf of individuals with whom they are affiliated in their non- 
official (or private) capacity. Rather, White House staff were 
acting to respond to inquiries, actual or anticipated, which they 
would be called upon to respond to in their official capacity on 
behalf of the President. Therefore, the only financial or other 
benefits that could arise from the employees' actions was to the 
Clintons. 

The actions taken by White House officials in these matters, 
namely, discussing appropriate responses to inquiries from the 
press or Congress, were part of the official responsibilities of 
the White House officials. Thus, these actions were in 
furtherance of their official duties as White House employees, 
and not to benefit personally, financially or otherwise, the 
Clintons. Because the discussions during the White House 
employees' contacts with Treasury officials went to responding to 
actual or anticipated media inquiries and in one contact, the 
procedural posture of the matter, rather than to means or 
attempts to affect actions to be taken regarding the referral, 
White House officials did not use public office for private gain 
of the Clintons. 

3. Use of Public Office to Coerce a Benefit 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts do not suggest that White House 
officials took any actions that could be construed as coercing 
another individual to provide any benefit to the Clintons. 

First, in each instance Treasury Department officials instigated 
the contact and the discussions with White House staff members. 
Second, each of the contacts was for an official purpose — to 
address actual or anticipated public inquiries that the White 
House would receive in the wake of referrals. Finally, as 
previously stated, the discussions, rather than going to the 
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nature of the actions, went to the way in which the matter should 
be discussed officially. 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual; 11 an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. S 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at a 
fundraiser), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office), is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials. White House officials did not 
confer any benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, tiey did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The Standards of Conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the lav 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. § 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
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represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee considers, including the nature of 
the relationship between the relevant parties, the financial 
effect, the nature and importance of the official's 
participation, and the sensitivity of the matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(d) . 

The matter involved in the contacts with Treasury officials does 
not involve parties, or representatives of parties, with which 
any of the White House officials have a "covered relationship. " 
See note 2. Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any 
of the White House officials to invoke the authorization 
procedures outlined in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the Standards of Conduct 
requires that an employee who is concerned that circumstances 
other than those specifically described in section 502(a) would 
raise a question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. 4 The White House officials were 


or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
("DAEO") , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as 
the Alternate DAEO. 

4 Because the regulations have been in effect for just a 
little over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations 
that would require an employee to question his impartiality, 
other than in the context of covered relationships. There are no 
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addressing the issues raised by Treasury employees in the 
contacts as official matters, in their official capacity, as 
opposed to as matters of personal interest to the Clintons. That 
the information might potentially have relevance to the Clintons 
for both personal and official purposes does not alter the 
official purpose for which employees engaged in the contacts. 

C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.703(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts do not suggest that the 
information disseminated was, or is nonpublic. White House 
officials were the recipients of information provided by Treasury 
employees whose actions appear, and at the time appeared, to have 
been take in their official capacity. We do not have reason to 
believe that this information has "not actually been disseminated 
to the general public and is not authorized to be made available 
to the public on request.” 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(b)(3). 

Because the contacts were made to enable White House and Treasury 
officials to respond to press inquiries, there appears to have 
been no reason to believe that the information was nonpublic and 
was not to be disclosed. In particular, with regard to the 
February 2, 1994, contact, Mr. Altman stated that the information 
about which he briefed White House officials was provided to 
Congress and members of the press. Mr. Altman's statement 
suggests that the information was authorized to be disclosed. 
Accordingly, White House officials would not have a basis for 
thinking that the information provided by Treasury officials was, 
if indeed it is, nonpublic information and would therefore not 
have been in a position to "knowingly” disclose nonpublic 
information. Jd. at $ 2635.703(b). 5 


examples in the regulations and no decisions from OGE 
interpreting the more general standard matter. 


5 Under the Standards of Conduct, "nonpublic information is 
information that an employee gains by reason of Federal 
employment and that he knows or reasonably should know has not 
been made available to the general public. ” 5 C.F.R. 

s 2635.703(b). 
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D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. § 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 
subordinates to engage in nonofficial activities that personally 
benefited the supervisor. 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when they met with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties — 
discussing the official response of the White House to inquiries 
arising as a result of actions taken by another agency — and 
thus, the officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner, 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest, other 
than in the proper discharge of his official duties. 18 U.S.C. 

S 205(a) . 
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This statute prohibits representational actions that an employee 
undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to actions that 
are part of his official responsibilities. In other words, 
employees may make contacts and appearances in their official 
capacities on behalf of their employing agency. They are 
expected to communicate with and appear before other agencies to 
discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were made in the 
course of exercising their official duties on behalf of the White 
House and were not made as representations of anyone other than 
the White House. 

IV. Conclusion 

This memorandum is based solely on the facts that are stated 
herein and does not analyze the propriety of actions undertaken 
by either Treasury Department or RTC officials, who may be 
subject to additional statutes, regulations, or guidance 
regarding their conduct. With that in mind and based upon the 
facts outlined above, it is our conclusion that White House 
officials who participated in the meetings on September 29, 
October 14, and February 2 did not violate the criminal conflict 
of interest statutes or the government-wide standards of conduct 
regulations. 
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DRAFT March 5, 1994 DRAFT 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of three 
contacts between White House staff members and employees of the 
Treasury Department. In particular, you have asked whether White 
House employees violated any ethics laws or regulations by 
engaging in discussions with Treasury officials on September 29, 
1993, October 14, 1993, and February 2, 1994 in response to 
inquiries the Treasury Department had received from the press 
and/or procedural issues that were to be, or had been, discussed 
with Congressional members, their staffs, and the press. 

i. B acK gsoimd 

This memorandum is based solely upon the following understanding 
of the facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred 
on September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
( M RTC W ) was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for The New York Times . The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign. White House officials, 
including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and Bruce Lindsey, met 
with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, Chief of Staff of 
the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate responses to The 
New York Times inquiry. This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate responses to The 
New York Times inquiry. This meeting was relatively short. 

The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials, including Maggie Williams, Harold 
Ickes and Bernard Nussbaum, on procedural matters ( i.e. . the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
was relatively short. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based solely on the 
facts described above. If other issues were raised during any of 
these contacts, such issues necessarily would have to be 
eva luated independent ly • 

II. G e neral pri n cipl e s 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. Cf . 

3 U.S.C. S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those 
duties or tasks that are required of them in their official 
capacities for the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under authority of 
one's government office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
roles of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
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also to review them for any issues that should be addressed 
before the return is filed and made public. Similarly, where 
most persons personally must pay for the services of 
calligraphers and cooks, it is appropriate for the President, 
pursuant to authority granted by Congress under Title III, to use 
federal dollars to pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, 
because the public is interested in knowing a considerable amount 
about personal matters related to the President — e.q. . where he 
is taking vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his 
back — it is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue 
official statements about these matters. 

similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. Agency investigations touching or affecting a sitting 
President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise official 
issues that the White House must address. For example, such 
matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and members of 
Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Review _of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether there was any violation by White House officials under 
the specific ethics regulations and laws. We have reviewed the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch Employees, 5 
C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest statutes, 18 
U.S.C. §S 202 - 209, and have identified the following provisions 
as potentially relevant to the contacts at issue: 5 C.F.R. $S 

2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 502, 702, 703, 705; 
and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 and 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, 11 an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b) (7) and 702. 
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We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 

This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance the U.S. Office of Government Ethics 
(••OGE") provides regarding the application of the provision 
governing the use of public office for private gain. OGE states 
that "issues related to an individual employee's use of public 
office for private gain tend to arise when the employee's action 
benefits those with whom the employee has a relationship outside 
the office, and the language of $ 2635.702 is intended to 
pinpoint this conduct without unreasonably limiting employees in 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts — namely, because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. See 57 Fed. 
Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualif ication whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, are prohibited by this 
provision. 
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the performance of their official duties." 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 
(August 7, 1992). We believe it is important to apply this 
provision in light of its goal, namely, prohibiting official 
actions for personal or private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and "other benefits." As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. None of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 
their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter — 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.S. Attorney's Office on the referral, White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a) . 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
members. Second, each of the contacts was for an official 
purpose — namely, to address anticipated public inquiries that 
the White House likely would receive in the wake of referrals. 
Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, rather than going 
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to the nature of the actions, vent to the way in which the matter 
should be discussed officially* 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. S 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (o.g., to be auctioned at a 
fundraiser), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office) , is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials. White House officials did not 
confer any benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The Standards of Conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635. 101(b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
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represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. s 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee considers, including the nature of 
the relationship between the relevant parties, the financial 
effect, the nature and importance of the official's 
participation, and the sensitivity of the matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(d) . 

Ho n g- of the facts on Which we base this memorandum indicate" that 
Wh ite House o fficials p articipated - in a matt e r - involving specif ic 
p ar t ie s- in which an - entity with wh i ch they have a T "rovere& 

reJL ationohip" i s a p a rty or represents a part y . f*The matter does 

not involve parties, or representatives of parties, with which 
any of the White House officials have a "covered relationship.^ - ”” 
See note 2. Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any 
of the White House officials to invoke the authorization 
procedures outlined in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the Standards of Conduct 
requires that an employee who is concerned that circumstances 
other than those specifically described in section 502(a) would 
raise a question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. 


or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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Because the regulations have been in effect for just a little 
over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality, other 
than the covered relationships* There are no examples in the 
regulations and no decisions from OGE on the more general 
standard matter. 


C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 




Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether ^ 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized /\i 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703 (a) . ^ ^ 

There*" circumstances of the contapts^onot suggest that White 
House officials knowingly disdb'sed nonpublic information. "I 

Instead, White House officials were the recipients of information! 
provided by Treasury emplo/ees whose actions appear, and at the 
time appeared, to have been take in their official capacity. We 
do not have reason to believe that this information had "not 
actually been disseminate^ to the general public and [was] not 
authorized to be made available to the public on request 
2635.703(b) (3) In particular. 



with regard to the 

j.y»4, contact^ Mr. Altman stated that the information 


Ssty 

C^^^aboxit which he briefed White House officials was provided to 
jfjr x v Congress and members of the press. Mr. Altman's statement 
v ^ suggests that the information was authorized to be disclosed; 

vV> ^ V .C additionally, White House officials would not have a basis for 
rfy v.T thinking that the information provided by Treasury officials was 
1 dNQ c , non P ublic information. White House officials would therefore not 
* v,^v*^pnave been in a position to "knowingly" disclose nonpublic 
V information. Id. at S 2635.703(b). 4 


rtf* 


D. 


Use of Official Time 




Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 


\ Under the Standards of Conduct, "nonpublic information is 
infdmr^tion that an employee gains by reason of Federal f/ 

employment and that he knows or reasonably should know has not 
been made available to the general public." 
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subordinates to engage in nonofficial activities that personally 
benefit the supervisor. 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when meeting with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties — 
discussing the official response of the White House to inquiries 
arising as a result of actions taken by the RTC — and thus, the 
officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , * 

organization in which he is serving as officer, director, ^ 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a). 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 


F. Representational Activities 


Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United^ 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial inter esj 
18 U.S.C. S 205(a). ^ 

This statute has been interpreted generally to c&fer an ions tha^ 
an employee undertakes in his personal capacity^, as opp&sed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities/ In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances Ton behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss offici/al matters. 

> i n Itfkwj 
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As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that / 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actional 
Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representations of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials, including Maggie Williams, Harold 
I ekes and Bernard Nussbaum, on procedural matters ( i.e. , the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
lasted approximately 30 minutes. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based solely on the 
facts described above. If other issues were raised during any of 
these contacts, such issues necessarily would have to be 
evaluated independently. 

II. General^Princjple? 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. Cf . 

3 U.S.C. S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those 
duties or tasks that are required of them in their official 
capacities for the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under authority of 
one's government office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
roles of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
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also to review them for any issues that should be addressed 
before the return is filed and made public. Similarly, where 
most persons personally must pay for the services of 
calligraphers and cooks, it is appropriate for the President, 
pursuant to authority granted by Congress under Title III, to use 
federal dollars to pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, 
because the public is interested in knowing a considerable amount 
about personal matters related to the President — e.q. , where he 
is taking vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his 
back — it is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue 
official statements about these matters. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. Agency investigations touching or affecting a sitting 
President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise official 
issues that the White House must address. For example, such 
matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and members of 
Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether there was any violation by White House officials under 
the specific ethics regulations and laws. We have reviewed the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch Employees, 5 
c.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest statutes, 18 
U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the following provisions 
as potentially relevant to the contacts at issue: 5 C.F.R. SS 

2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 502, 702, 703, 705; 
and 18 uLs.C. SS 205 and 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. §§ 
2635.101(b)(7) and 702. 
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We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
•'other benefits” by their actions. 1 

This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance the U.S. Office of Government Ethics 
( ”OGE” ) provides regarding the application of the provision 
governing the use of public office for private gain. OGE states 
that "issues related to an individual employee's use of public 
office for private gain tend to arise when the employee's action 
benefits those with whom the employee has a relationship outside 
the office, and the language of § 2635.702 is intended to 
pinpoint this conduct without unreasonably limiting employees in 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts — namely, because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. See 57 Fed. 
Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualif ication whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, are prohibited by this 
provision. 
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the performance of their official duties.'* 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 
(August 7, 1992). We believe it is important to apply this 
provision in light of its goal, namely, prohibiting official 
actions for personal or private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and "other benefits." As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. Hone of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 
their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter — 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.S. Attorney's Office on the referral, White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

§ 2635.702(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
members. Second, each of the contacts was for an official 
purpose — namely, to address anticipated public inquiries that 
the White House likely would receive in the wake of referrals. 
Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, rather than going 
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to the nature of the actions, went to the way in which the matter 
should be discussed officially. 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. § 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at a 
fundraiser), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office) , is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials. White House officials did not 
confer any benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The Standards of Conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. § 2635. 101(b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
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represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
persoh with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. s 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 * * * may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee considers, including the nature of 
the relationship between the relevant parties, the financial 
effect, the nature and importance of the official's 
participation, and the sensitivity of the matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(d) . 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
White House officials participated in a matter involving specific 
parties in which an entity with which they have a "covered 
relationship 11 is a party or represents a party. [The matter does 
not involve parties, or representatives of parties, with which 
any of the White House officials have a "covered relationship."] 
See note 2. Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any 
of the White House officials to invoke the authorization 
procedures outlined in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the Standards of Conduct 
requires that an employee who is concerned that circumstances 
other than those specifically described in section 502(a) would 
raise a question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. 


or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 

to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 

(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 

Alternate DAEO. 
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Because the regulations have been in effect for just a little 
over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality, other 
than the covered relationships. There are no examples in the 
regulations and no decisions from OGE on the more general 
standard matter. 

C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.703(a). 

There circumstances of the contacts do not suggest that White 
House officials knowingly disclosed nonpublic information. 
Instead, White House officials were the recipients of information 
provided by Treasury employees whose actions appear, and at the 
time appeared, to have been take in their official capacity. We 
do not have reason to believe that this information had "not 
actually been disseminated to the general public and [was] not 
authorized to be made available to the public on request." 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(b)(3). In particular, with regard to the 
February 2, 1994, contact. Hr. Altman stated that the information 
about which he briefed White House officials was provided to 
Congress and members of the press. Hr. Altman's statement 
suggests that the information was authorized to be disclosed; 
additionally, White House officials would not have a basis for 
thinking that the information provided by Treasury officials was 
nonpublic information. White House officials would therefore not 
have been in a position to "knowingly" disclose nonpublic 
information. Id. at S 2635.703(b). 4 

D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 


4 Under the Standards of Conduct, "nonpublic information is 
infomration that an employee gains by reason of Federal 
employment and that he knows or reasonably should know has not 
been made available to the general public." 
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subordinates to engage in nonofficial activities that personally 
benefit the supervisor. 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when meeting with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties — 
discussing the official response of the White House to inquiries 
arising as a result of actions taken by the RTC — and thus, the 
officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. § 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 


F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 205(a) . 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions that 
an employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 
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As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representations of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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DRAFT March 5, 1994 DRAFT 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

subject: Contacts with Treasury Officials 

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of three 
contacts between White House staff members and employees of the 
Treasury Department. In particular, you have asked whether White 
House employees violated any ethics laws or regulations by 
engaging in discussions with Treasury officials on September 29, 
1993, October 14, 1993, and February 2, 1994 in response to 
inquiries the Treasury Department had received from the press 
and/or procedural issues that were to be, or had been, discussed 
with Congressional members, their staffs, and the press. 

i. Background 

This memorandum is based solely upon the following understanding 
of the facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred 
on September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC") was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for The New York Times . The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign. White House officials, 
including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and Bruce Lindsey, met 
with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, Chief of Staff of 
the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate responses to The 
New York Times inquiry. This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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or represents a party , w lf l "H6 l< <!l®£fe!rmines that a 
reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts 
would question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee**** may make a determination that the 
interest of the Government in the employee's participation 
outweighs the concern that a reasonable person may question the 
integrity of the agency's programs and operations. There is a 
series of factors the agency designee is to consider, including 
the nature of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature 
and importance of the official's participation, and the 
sensitivity of the matter. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 
Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 


However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. .q 


S 2635.502(a) (2) . 


mrt 

-government officials who 
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It is not clear that any of the -government 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. We are not aware of any official 
having pursued the authorization process [CDM — is this true? 

Was Altman's disqualification under this?]. Because the 
regulations have been in effect for a little more than one year, 
there is little, if any, guidance concerning situations that 


***(... continued) 

consultant, -contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

For the White House, the agency designee is the 

Counsel to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics 
Official (DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the 
President, as the Alternate DAEO. 
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would require an employee t^ A §v!r^^5iUti N his impartiality. There 
are no examples in the regulations and no decisions from the 
Office of Government Ethics on this matter [no formal decisions 
in print — do we know of any informal?]. 

C. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner, 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. § 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

D. Activities of Officers and Employees in Claims Against 
and Other Matters Affecting the Government 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. § 205(a). 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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March 3 , 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: BETH NOLAN 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 
SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 


This memorandum responds to your request for an independent 
review of three contacts between White House staff members and 
employees of the Treasury Department. In particular, you have 
asked whether White House employees violated any ethics laws or 
regulations by engaging in discussions with Treasury officials in 
response to inquiries they had received from the press and/or 
procedural issues that they had discussed with Congressional 
members their staff, and the press. 

i. B a ck g roun d 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
( ,, RTC M ) was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for the New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign, — — w e r e r e ferenced ^ White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner 
to discuss appropriate responses to the New York Times inquiry. 
This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on [date]. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury Department and Chief Executive Officer of RTC, 
made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office to meet with White 
House officials to brief them on procedural matters regarding 
Madison Guaranty, which he did. This meeting lasted 
approximately [time] minutes. 

II. General Principles [addresses more Counsel's role] 

We start from the proposition that the role of the White House 
Counsel's Office is to provide legal representation to the White 
House and its many officers and employees in their official 
capacities. That is, consistent with the District of Columbia 
Rules of Professional Conduct, the client of the Counsel's Office 
is the White House, see D.C. Rule of Professional Conduct 1.6(1), 
and the Counsel's Office "represents the [White House] acting 
through its "duly authorized constituents" — its officers and 
employees. D.C. Rule of Professional Conduct 1.13, Comment [7]. 
The President is the ultimate "client" of the Counsel's Office, 
because he has the paramount authority to direct the official 
activities of all White House officers and employees. 

The President is "client," however, only in his official capacity 
as President. See D.C. Bar. Op. No. 148 (1985) (attorney in 
government agency represents the agency, not its employees as 
individuals).* Therefore, matters that are entirely personal to 
the President require the assistance of private lawyers, as would 
be the case for any other federal officer. Applying this 
standard, for example, we know that the President is entitled to 
the full assistance of the Counsel's Office in furtherance of 
such official matters lthe^£s\ exercise of the constitutional 
pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's Office may not serve 
as executors for the estate of a relative of the First Family, 
which would constitute providing services in a purely personal 
matt er . ^ 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 


* This conclusion could be different under a duly 
authorized program, such as the Department of Justice 
representation program, in which the government lawyer is 
assigned to provide individual representation to an officer or 
employee. See D.C. Rule of Professional Conduct 1.6, Comment 
[36]. No such program is at issue here. 
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also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
return is filed and made public. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guarantee while personal to 
the Clintons, also have a£ official component. It is personal to ^ 
the President and First Lady in that it relates to matters prior 
to the time the President took office. However, agency 
investigations touching or affecting a sitting President, even in 
a personal matter, necessarily raise official issues that the 
White House must address. For example, such matters generate 
numerous inquiries from the press and members of Congress, which 
necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 


The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the 

provisions as »otenfc±al-i v r el evant-^to - the-contaot s-a^ 
(2635.101(b) (7) (f?T7 T50l7j 0p; 702; 


following 
issue 


703; 



nd 18 U.S.C. 


Use of Public Offi 



L fOttM.oG- 


Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity. " 5 C.F.R. SS 

2635.101(b) (7) & 702. 


We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty.** 


** In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
suggests that this ethics provision would apply to issues of 
individual job security or promotion. While the Congressman's 
meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is suggesting that 

(continued. . . ) 
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This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue , none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 


B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 
Fnder the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual" fit*} $ cf<L % ^ 
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namely because their desire to please their superiors and perform 
well ultimately inures to their financial benefit by create 
greater job security or leading to a promotion. There is no 
factual predicate for this assumption nor have we have found any 
precedent for interpreting the rule in this manner. We find it 
implausible that the ethics standards would require 
disqualification whenever an employee was interested in 
performing well and pleasing his or her official superiors. In 
fact, good government depends upon an employee performtr'so well 
that he or she is rewarded and promoted. Moreover, . [• 
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Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the lav 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 1 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. s 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 2 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 
Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 


1 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

2 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any of the government officials who 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. We are not aware of any official 
having pursued the authorization process (CDM — is this true? 

Was Altman's disqual. under this?]. Because the regulations have 
been in effect for a little more than one year, there is little, 
if any, guidance concerning situations that would require an 
employee to question his impartiality. There are no examples in 
the regulations and no decisions from the Office of Government 
Ethics on this matter [no formal decisions in print — do we know 
of any informal?]. 


Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. § 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

Activities of Officers and Employees in Claims Against 
arid Other Matters Affecting the Government 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. S 205(a). 
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This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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provision in light of its goal, namely, prohibiting official 
actions for personal or private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and "other benefits. M As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. None of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 
their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter — 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.S. Attorney's Office on the referral. White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a) . 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated^the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
membersT"^ Second , each of the contacts was for an official 
purpose — namely, to address anticipated public inquiries that 
the White House likely would receive in the wake of referrals. 
Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, rather than going 
to the nature of the actions, went to the way in which the matter 
should be discussed officially. 


5 
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B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee M shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. § 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at 
fundraisers), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office) , is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials, White House officials did not 
confer a benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635. 101(b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or "a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 
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person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.502(d). 

Hone of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House officials participated in a matter involving 
specific parties in which an entity with which they have a 
••covered relationship” is or represents a party. Therefore, it 
would not have been necessary for any of those officials to 
invoke the authorization procedures required in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. 

Because the regulations have been in effect for just a little 
over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality, other 
than the covered relationships. There are no examples in the 
regulations and no decisions from OGE on the more general 
standard matter. 


3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(a). 

There is no evidence to suggest that White House officials 
knowingly disclosed nonpublic information. Instead, White House 
officials were the recipients of information provided by Treasury 
officials. We do not have reason to believe that this 
information had "not actually been disseminated to the general 
public and [was] not authorized to be made available to the 
public on request." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(b)(3). 

D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 
subordinates to engage in activities that personally benefit the 
supervisor . 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when meeting with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties, 
and the officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization' with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
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Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 205(a) . 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions that 
an employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representations of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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DRAFT March 5 , 1994 DRAFT 


MEMORANDUM 


subject: contacts wj th..TEgagurY Qff icialg 

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of three 
contacts between White House staff members and employees of the 
Treasury Department. In particular, you have asked whether White 
House employees violated any ethics laws or regulations by 
engaging in discussions with Treasury officials on September 29, 
1993, October 14, 1993, and February 2, 1994 in response to 
inquiries the Treasury Department had received from the press 
and/or procedural issues that were to be, or had been, discussed 
with Congressional members, their staffs, and the press. 

I . Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC") was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for the New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign were referenced. White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, 
Chief of Staff of the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate 
responses to the New York Times inquiry. This meeting lasted 30 
minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials on procedural matters ( i.e. . the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
lasted approximately 30 minutes. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based solely on the 
facts described above. If other issues were raised during any of 
these contacts, such issues necessarily would be evaluated 
independently of this memorandum. 

ii. Gen eral Principle s 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. 3 U.S.C. 
S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those duties or 
tasks that are required of them in their official capacities for 
the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under an official's 
authority of office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
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return is filed and made public. Similarly, where most persons 
personally must pay for the services of calligraphers and cooks, 
it is appropriate for the President, pursuant to authority 
granted by Congress under Title III, to use federal dollars to 
pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, because the public is 
interested in knowing a considerable amount about personal 
matters related to the President — e.q. . where he is taking 
vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his back — it 
is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue official 
statements about these matters. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. However, agency investigations touching or affecting 
a sitting President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise 
official issues that the White House must address. For example, 
such matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and 
members of Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the 
following provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at 
issue: 5 C.F.R. SS 2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 

502, 702, 703, 705; and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 and 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity.” 5 C.F.R.’ SS 
2635.101(b)(7) and 702. 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 


3 



790 


X000688 


achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 

This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance the U.S. Office of Government Ethics 
("OGE") provides regarding the application of the provision 
governing the use of public office for private gain. OGE states 
that "issues related to an individual employee's use of public 
office for private gain tend to arise when the employee's action 
benefits those with whom the employee has a relationship outside 
the office, and the language of § 2635.702 is intended to 
pinpoint this conduct without unreasonably limiting employees in 
the performance of their official duties." 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 
(August 7, 1992) . We believe it is important to apply this 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts — namely because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. 57 Fed. 

Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualification whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, are prohibited by this 
provision. 
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Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. § 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 1 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. § 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 2 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 
Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 


1 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

2 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any of the White House officials who 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. Additionally, because the 
regulations have been in effect for just a little over a year, 
there is no guidance concerning situations that would require an 
employee to question his impartiality, other than the covered 
relationships. There are no examples in the regulations and no 
decisions from the Office of Government Ethics on the more 
general standard matter. 


If they should have sought authorization, and we are not arguing 
this point, we are not aware of any official having pursued the 
authorization process [CDM — is this true? Was Altman's disqual. 
under this?). 


Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their' financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

Activities of Officers and Employees in Claims Against 
and Other Matters Affecting the Government 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
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attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. S 205(a). 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 


insert into: Non preferential treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain entities access 
to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at fundraisers), 
which are prohibited other than official tours through the 
Visitors / office, is treating that organization preferentially. 

By meeting with the Treasury officials, the White House officials 
did not confer a benefit or access to a private individual or 
entity. Therefore, they did not treat any private organization 
or individual preferentially. 

Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.703(a). There is no evidence that 
suggests that the White House officials disclosed any 
information. Rather, the White House officials were the 
recipients of information provided by the Treasury officials. 

Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. § 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters. As discussed previously, we are of the opinion 
that the White House officials were acting in their official 
capacity and not in pursuit of private interests when meeting 
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with the Treasury officials. Therefore, the time spent in the 
meetings was exp&ndend in an honest effort to perform their 
official duties, and the officials have not violated this conduct 
regulation. 
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March 5, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 
SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 


This memorandum responds to your request for an independent 
review of three contacts between White House staff members and 
employees of the Treasury Department. In particular, you have 
asked whether White House employees violated any ethics laws or 
regulations by engaging in discussions with Treasury officials in 
response to inquiries they had received from the press and/or 
procedural issues that they had discussed with Congressional 
members their staff, and the press. 

i. Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC" ) was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for the New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign — were referenced. White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner 
to discuss appropriate responses to the New York Times inquiry. 
This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House .^nd Treasury Department 
officials occurred on [date]. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury Department and Chief Executive Officer of RTC., 
made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office to meet with White 
House officials to brief them on procedural matters regarding 
Madison Guaranty, which he did. This meeting lasted 
approximately [time] minutes. 


II. Gener3L Eon<? i,ples 

We start from the proposition that the role of -theTwhite House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. 3 U.S.C. 

§ 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those duties or 
tasks that are required of them in their official capacities for 
the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in ids official c '*-'*-* 

capacity as President. Therefore, matters thAt are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of th^/duties fr og which — . 
f unds die " appr o priated f o r the P r eaidont^ should not be performed 
on official time, using official resources or an offi c ial' s 
authority of office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters (th^s^s/ exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 




Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
return is filed and made public. Similarly, where most persons 
must p e rsonal funds k Sf pay for the services of c alligrapher^ 
and cooks, it is appropriate for the President, under" authority 
granted by Congress (6nder* Title III, to use federal dollars to 
pay the salaries of strcTP^ptaf f . Likewise, because the public is 
interested in knowing considerable amount about personal 
matters related to the President e.q. . where he is taking 
vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his back — it 
is appropriate t/ have press spokespersons issue official 
statements about -sueh --p e rr s -ons V matters. 
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Similarly, matters involving Madison Guarantee while personal to 
the Clintons, also have an official component. It is personal to 
the President and First Lady in that it relates to matters prior 
to the time the President took office. However, agency 
investigations touching or affecting a sitting President, even in 
a personal matter, necessarily raise official issues that the 
White House must address. For example, such matters generate 
numerous inquiries from the press and members of Congress, which 
necessitate official responses. 

III. Review 9f .. the Treasury cont acts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.S.C. §§ 202 - 209, and have identified the 
following provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at 
issue: SS 2635.101(b)(7); 101(b)(8); 101(b) (14); 501; 502; 702; 

703; 705; and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 & 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 


Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity.” 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b) (7) & 702. 


We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 

White Hmi ffr employees hnvt* n financial t *" Madison 

Guaranty .G/ aJ**- *$. »* lt>VMjkr c*ah «*f t***- — ■ 
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This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

[finish] 


B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 101(b)(8) & 502. [cite] 

Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the lav 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635. 101(b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. § 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 


implausible that the ethics standards would require 
disqualification whenever an employee was interested in 
performing well and pleasing his or her official superiors. In 
fact, good government depends upon an employee performs so well 
that he or she is rewarded and promoted. Moreover, . 

2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an 'employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 
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The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 

Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 
s 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any of the government officials who 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. We are not aware of any official 
having pursued the authorization process [CDM — is this true? 

Was Altman's disqualif ication under this?]. Because the 
regulations have been in effect for a little more than one year, 
there is little, if any, guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality. There 
are no examples in the regulations and no decisions from the 
Office of Government Ethics on this matter [no formal decisions 
in print — do we know of any informal?]. 

C. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner, 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 


3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

D. Activities of Officers and Employees in Claims Against 
and Other Matters Affecting the Government 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. § 205(a). 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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and it is for that reason that OGE noted that this provision 
cannot be read so broadly as to limit an employee from performing 
his official duties — because taken to its extreme, each time 
one did one's job well, one would be acting to benefit one's 
supervisor and thereby violating the regulations 

a public official also may not use n his public office in a manner 
that is intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity. " 702(a). 

It would appear that White House officials did not undertake 
actions that could be construed in this fashion, the 
circumstances of the meetings would not suggest that there were 
attempts by White House officials to induce Treasury officials to 
provide a benefit, financial or otherwise, for the Clintons 

first, Treasury Department officials, in each instance, 
instigated the contact with the White House 

second, in each of the contacts, there was an official 
purpose — namely to inform or address press that the White House 
likely would receive in the wake of referrals in which the 
President's name was mentioned despite the fact that he was not a 
target or a subject 

third, the discussions, rather than going to the nature of 
the actions, went to the way in which it should be discussed 
officially; the last contact involved information that was 
disclosed to Congress and the press, namely procedural aspects 
regarding the statute of limitations and recusal standards for 
government employees in matters in which a PAS's action may have 
an affect on the President 
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March 5, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 
SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 


This memorandum responds to your request for an independent 
review of three contacts between White House staff members and 
employees of the Treasury Department. In particular, you have 
asked whether White House employees violated any ethics laws or 
regulations by engaging in discussions with Treasury officials in 
response to inquiries they had received from the press and/or 
procedju^l issues that they had discussed with Congressional 
membe/s^jheir staff, and the press. 

I. Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC") was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 


The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for the New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Biy Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign p* were referenced. White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and r ~ 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner^ L 
to discuss appropriate responses to the New York Times inquiry. 

This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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The third contact between the white House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on [date]. [Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury Department andj Chief Executive Officer ofjRTC, 
made a request to the Chief or Staff's Office to meet with White 
House officials to brief them on, procedural matters regarding 
Madison Guaranty, which he did. / This meeting lasted. 

i &su 


approximately [time) ? 


II. General Principl 


tes. 


** “fit* 1 . 




We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. 3 U.S.C. 
$ 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those duties or 
tasks that are required of them in their official capacities for 
the President as their ultimate supervisor. 


The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under an official's 
authority of office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. ? 

Between the two clear jpioles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
return is filed and made public. Similarly, where most persons 
personally must pay for the services of calligraphers and cooks, 
it is appropriate for the President, pursuant to authority 
granted by Congress under Title III, to use federal dollars to 
pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, because the public is 
interested in knowing a considerable amount about personal 
matters related to the President — e.q. . where he is taking 
vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his back — it 
is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue official 
statements about these matters. 
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Similarly, matters involving Madison (Guaranty while personal to 
the cHntono; — a-irayi— ha v e an official uum ponent. — It - is person a 1 to 
the President and First Lady in that li^rjrelate^ to matters prior 


to the time the President took officeu* v j!owever, agency 
investigations touching or affecting a 


sitting President, even in 

a personal matter, necessarily raise official issues that the 
White House must address. For example, such matters generate 
numerous inquiries from the press and members of Congress^ w hi c h ^ 
responses. 


necessitate official 


hi. Review of thg Treasury Contacts 


The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the 
following provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at 
issue: SS 2635. 101(b) (7)K 101(b) (8 ) ) 101(b) (14) i 501f 502 f 702/ 

703 ^ 705; and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 & 208/ ! I *) ' 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 


Under the Standards of Conduct, N an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity.” 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b) (7) & 702. 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benef it* in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion, [c i t e p g 
tta^this ethics provision would apply to issues of individual job 
/OTysecurity or promotion. While the Congressman's meaning is 
"unclear to us, we assume that he is suggesting that White House 
officials were acting for their own private gain in the 
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This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (br private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were actinc^to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to r e s po n d 
d^o in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

[finish] 

B. Impartial and Mon-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
t performance of his official duties. "/ 101 (b) (8) & 50 j. 

5* L 5 cab W. 

2, Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. § 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 


aforementined contacts — namely because their desire to please 
their superiors and perform well ultimately inures to their 
financial benefit by creatjTJgreater job security or leading to a 
promotion. There is no precedent for interpreting the rule in 
this manner; indeed it appears to run counter to OGE's guidance. 

^ 30 v\[cite fed. reg] . We find it implausible that the ethics 

^'standards would require disqualification whenever an employee was 
/^v4* 1 interested in performing well and pleasing his or her official 
L 1 superiors. Iru&tct, good government depends upon an employee 
performjf’moyifell] that he or she is rewarded and promoted. 

Similar lyTit is equally implausible that actions by subprdinate 
employees, which also inure to the benefit of theitar sup^visors in 
their official capacity, are prohibited by this provision. 

2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director. 
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represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 

Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any of the White House officials who 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. Additionally, because the 
regulations have been in effect for just a little over a year, 
there is no guidance concerning situations that would require an 
employee to question his impartiality, other than the covered 
relationships. There are no examples in the regulations and no 
decisions from the Office of Government Ethics on the more 
general standard matter. 


trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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If they should have sought authorization, and ve are not arguing 
this point, ve are not aware of any official having pursued the 
authorization process [COM — is this true? Was Altman's disqual. 
under this?]. 


6 


Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 


A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 


There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

Activities of Officers and Employees in Claims Against 

and Other Matters Affecting the Government 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. S 205(a). 


This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 


As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 
Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 


r 




insert into: 


I. 


^preferential ^reatment 


* /i ( ‘ 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he /provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be I provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certaig^entities access 
to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at fundraisers). 
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witfch- ar^ prohib it ed jfether than official tours 4 through the 
Visitors' of f ice lis treating that organization preferentially. 

By meeting with Treasury officials, the White House officials 
did not confer a benefit or access to a private individual or 
entity. Therefore, they did not treat any private organization 
or individual preferentially. 


Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 


Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation; or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.703(a). There is no evidence that 
suggests that the White House officials disclosed any 
information^ Rather, the White House officials were the 
recipients /of information provided by the Treasury officials. 

1 uJ 

Use of Official Time 


Q 


Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform officii 
duties." 5 C.F.R. § 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees frpm using government time to engage in 
personal matters^ Has discussed previously, we are of the Opinion 
>use officials were acting in their official 
in pursuit of private interests when meel 
officials. Therefore, the time spent iji the 
mdend in an honest effort to perform th< 
and the officials have not violated thii conduct 


that the White 
capacity and no^ 
with the Treast 
meetings was ej 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

subject: gantacts with TraflgvHrv. Qfficifllg 

9 — 

This memorandum responds to your request for ah ind ep enden t*^ 
review of three contacts between White House staff members and 
employees of the Treasury Department. In particular, you have 
asked whether White House employees violated any ethics laws or 
regulations by engaging in discussions with Treasury officials in 
response to inquiries they had received from the press and/or 
procedural issues that they had discussed with Congressional 
members their staff, and the press. 

i. Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
(«rtc n ) was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for the New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign — were referenced. White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner 
to discuss appropriate responses to the New York Times inquiry. 
This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on [date]. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury Department and Chief Executive Officer of RTC, 
made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office to meet with White 
House officials to brief them on procedural matters regarding 
Madison Guaranty, which he did. This meeting lasted 
approximately [time] minutes. 

II. General Principles 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. 3 U.S.C. 
S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those duties or 
tasks that are required of them in their official capacities for 
the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under an official's 
authority of office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
return is filed and made public. Similarly, where most persons 
personally must pay for the services of calligraphers and cooks, 
it is appropriate for the President, pursuant to authority 
granted by Congress under Title III, to use federal dollars to 
pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, because the public is 
interested in knowing a considerable amount about personal 
matters related to the President — e.q. . where he is taking 
vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his back — it 
is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue official 
statements about these matters. 
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Similarly, matters involving Madison Guarantee while personal to 
the Clintons, also have an official component. It is personal to 
the President and First Lady in that it relates to matters prior 
to the time the President took office. However, agency 
investigations touching or affecting a sitting President, even in 
a personal matter, necessarily raise official issues that the 
White House must address. For example, such matters generate 
numerous inquiries from the press and members of Congress, which 
necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the 
following provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at 
issue; SS 2635.101(b)(7); 101(b)(8); 101(b) (14); 501; 502; 702; 
703; 705; and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 & 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b) (7) & 702. 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefits in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion, (cite] 
this ethics provision would apply to issues of individual job 
security or promotion. While the Congressman's meaning is 
unclear to us, we assume that he is suggesting that White House 
officials were acting for their own private gain in the 
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This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance OGE provides regarding the application 
of the provision governing the use of public office for private 
gain. OGE states that "issues related to an individual 
employee's use of public office for private gain tend to arise 
when the employee's action benefits those with whom the employee 
has a relationship outside the office, and the language of § 
2635.702 is intended to pinpoint this conduct without 
unreasonably limiting employees in the performance of their 
official duties . " 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 (August 7, 1992). We 

believe it is important to apply this provision in light of its 
goal, namely, prohibiting official actions for the personal or 
private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and "other benefits." As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. None of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 


aforementioned contacts — namely because their desire to please 
their superiors and perform well ultimately inures to their 
financial benefit by create greater job security or leading to a 
promotion. There is no precedent for interpreting the rule in 
this manner; indeed it appears to run counter to OGE's guidance, 
[cite fed. reg] . We find it implausible that the ethics 
standards would require disqualification whenever an employee was 
interested in performing well and pleasing his or her official 
superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an employee 
performs so well that he or she is rewarded and promoted. 
Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by subordinate 
employees, which also inure to the benefit of their supervisors 
in their official capacity, are prohibited by this provision. 
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their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter ~ 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.s. Attorney's Office on the referral, White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a). 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
members. Second, each of the contacts was for an official 
purpose — namely to address public inquiries [address other 
issue] that the White House likely would receive in the wake of 
referrals. Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, 
rather than going to the nature of the actions, went to the way 
in which the matter should be discussed officially. 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 101(b)(8) & 502. [cite] 

1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain entities access 
to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at fundraisers), 
which are prohibited other than official tours through the 
Visitors' office, is treating that organization preferentially. 

By meeting with the Treasury officials, the White House officials 
did not confer a benefit or access to a private individual or 
entity. Therefore, they did not treat any private organization 
or individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 
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The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the lav 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 
Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any of the White House officials who 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. Additionally, because the 
regulations have been in effect for just a little over a year, 
there is no guidance concerning situations that would require an 
employee to question his impartiality, other than the covered 
relationships. There are no examples in the regulations and no 
decisions from the Office of Government Ethics on the more 
general standard matter. 


If they should have sought authorization, and we are not arguing 
this point, we are not aware of any official having pursued the 
authorization process [CDM — is this true? Was Altman's disqual. 
under this?]. 

C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.703(a). There is no evidence that 
suggests that the White House officials disclosed any 
information. Rather, the White House officials were the 
recipients of information provided by the Treasury officials. 

D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters. As discussed previously, we are of the opinion 
that the White House officials were acting in their official 
capacity and- not in pursuit of private interests when meeting 
with the Treasury officials. Therefore, the time spent in the 
meetings was expended in an honest effort to perform their 
official duties, and the officials have not violated this conduct 
regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
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matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a). 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. § 205(a). 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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March 5, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 
SUBJECT: Contacts Official s 


This memorandum responds to your request for an Independent 
review of three contacts between White House staff members and 
employees of the Treasury Department. In particular, you have 
asked whether White House employees violated any ethics laws or 
regulations by engaging in discussions with Treasury officials in 
response to inquiries they had received from the press and/or 
procedural issues that they had discussed with Congressional 
members their staff, and the press. 

I. Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC") was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for the New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign — were referenced. White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner 
to discuss appropriate responses to the New York Times inquiry. 
This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on [date]. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury Department and Chief Executive Officer of RTC, 
made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office to meet with White 
House officials to brief them on procedural matters regarding 
Madison Guaranty, which he did. This meeting lasted 
approximately [time] minutes. 

II. General Principles 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. 3 U.S.C. 
S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those duties or 
tasks that are required of them in their official capacities for 
the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under an official's 
authority of office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
return is filed and made public. Similarly, where most persons 
personally must pay for the services of calligraphers and cooks, 
it is appropriate for the President, pursuant to authority 
granted by Congress under Title III, to use federal dollars to 
pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, because the public is 
interested in knowing a considerable amount about personal 
matters related to the President — e.g. , where he is taking 
vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his back — it 
is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue official 
statements about these matters. 
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Similarly, matters involving Madison Guarantee while personal to 
the Clintons, also have an official component. It is personal to 
the President and First Lady in that it relates to matters prior 
to the time the President took office. However, agency 
investigations touching or affecting a sitting President, even in 
a personal matter, necessarily raise official issues that the 
White House must address. For example, such matters generate 
numerous inquiries from the press and members of Congress, which 
necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the 
following provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at 
issue: SS 2635.101(b)(7); 101(b)(8); 101(b) (14); 501; 502; 702; 

703; 705; and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 & 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b) (7) & 702. 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefits in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion, [cite] 
this ethics provision would apply to issues of individual job 
security or promotion. While the Congressman's meaning is 
unclear to us, we assume that he is suggesting that White House 
officials were acting for their own private gain in the 
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This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance OGE provides regarding the application 
of the provision governing the use of public office for private 
gain. OGE states that "issues related to an individual 
employee's use of public office for private gain tend to arise 
when the employee's action benefits those with whom the employee 
has a relationship outside the office, and the language of $ 
2635.702 is intended to pinpoint this conduct without 
unreasonably limiting employees in the performance of their 
official duties. M 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 (August 7, 1992). We 
believe it is important to apply this provision in light of its 
goal, namely, prohibiting official actions for the personal or 
private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and N other benefits. 11 As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. None of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 


aforementioned contacts — namely because their desire to please 
their superiors and perform well ultimately inures to their 
financial benefit by create greater job security or leading to a 
promotion. * There is no precedent for interpreting the rule in 
this manner; indeed it appears to run counter to OGE's guidance, 
[cite fed. reg]. We find it implausible that the ethics 
standards would require disqualification whenever an employee was 
interested in performing well and pleasing his or her official 
superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an employee 
performs so well that he or she is rewarded and promoted. 
Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by subordinate 
employees, which also inure to the benefit of their supervisors 
in their official capacity, are prohibited by this provision. 



827 


X 000725 


their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter — 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.S. Attorney's Office on the referral, White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a) . 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
members. Second, each of the contacts was for an official 
purpose — namely to address public inquiries [address other 
issue] that the White House likely would receive in the wake of 
referrals. Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, 
rather than going to the nature of the actions, went to the way 
in which the matter should be discussed officially. 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;" an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 101(b)(8) & 502. [cite] 

1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain entities access 
to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at fundraisers), 
which are prohibited other than official tours through the 
Visitors' office, is treating that organization preferentially. 

By meeting with the Treasury officials, the White House officials 
did not confer a benefit or access to a private individual or 
entity. Therefore, they did not treat any private organization 
or individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 
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The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. § 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. s 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House or Treasury officials participated in a matter 
involving specific parties in which an entity with which they 
have a "covered relationship" is or represents a party. 
Therefore, it would not have been necessary for any of those 
officials to invoke the authorization procedures required in 
section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant i contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

§ 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any of the White House officials who 
participated in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned 
that the circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. Additionally, because the 
regulations have been in effect for just a little over a year, 
there is no guidance concerning situations that would require an 
employee to question his impartiality, other than the covered 
relationships. There are no examples in the regulations and no 
decisions from the Office of Government Ethics on the more 
general standard matter. 


If they should have sought authorization, and we are not arguing 
this point, we are not aware of any official having pursued the 
authorization process [CDM — is this true? Was Altman's disqual. 
under this?]. 

C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.703(a). There is no evidence that 
suggests that the White House officials disclosed any 
information. Rather, the White House officials were the 
recipients of information provided by the Treasury officials. 

D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters. As discussed previously, we are of the opinion 
that the White House officials were acting in their official 
capacity and not in pursuit of private interests when meeting 
with the Treasury officials. Therefore, the time spent in the 
meetings was expended in an honest effort to perform their 
official duties, and the officials have not violated this conduct 
regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
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matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any officials participated in a particular matter likely to 
affect their financial interests or those of another prohibited 
under the statute. Therefore, we conclude that this criminal 
statute has not been violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes investigation 
or other particular matter) in which the United States is a party 
or has a direct and substantial interest. 18 U.S.C. S 205(a). 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions an 
employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representation of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. S 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(d). 

Hone of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House officials participated in a matter involving 
specific parties in which an entity with which they have a 
"covered relationship" is or represents a party. Therefore, it 
would not have been necessary for any of those officials to 
invoke the authorization procedures required in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 4 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

§ 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. 

Because the regulations have been in effect for just a little 
over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality, other 
than the covered relationships. There are no examples in the 
regulations and no decisions from OGE on the more general 
standard matter. 


3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 

(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(a). 

There is no evidence to suggest that White House officials 
knowingly disclosed nonpublic information. Instead, White House 
officials were the recipients of information provided by Treasury 
officials. We do not have reason to believe that this 
information had "not actually been disseminated to the general 
public and [was] not authorized to be made available to the 
public on request.” 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(b)(3). 

D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 
subordinates to engage in activities that personally benefit the 
supervisor. 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when meeting with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties, 
and the officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization- with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. § 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
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Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest. 

18 U.S.C. $ 205(a) • 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions that 
an employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representations of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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DRAFT March 5 , 1994 DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM 


SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of three 
contacts between White House staff members and employees of the 
Treasury Department* In particular, you have asked whether White 
House employees violated any ethics laws or regulations by 
engaging in discussions with Treasury officials on September 29, 
1993, October 14, 1993, and February 2, 1994 in response to 
inquiries the Treasury Department had received from the press 
and/or procedural issues that were to be, or had been, discussed 
with Congressional members, their staffs, and the press. 

I. Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
( "RTC" ) was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for the New York Times. The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign were referenced. White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, 
Chief of Staff of the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate 
responses to the New York Times inquiry. This meeting lasted 30 
minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials on procedural matters ( i.e. ,. the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
lasted approximately 30 minutes. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based solely on the 
facts described above. If other issues were raised during any of 
these contacts, such issues necessarily would be evaluated 
independently of this memorandum. 

II. General Principles 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. 3 U.S.C. 
S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those duties or 
tasks that are required of them in their official capacities for 
the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under an official's 
authority of office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any -other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
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return is filed and made public. Similarly , where most persons 
personally must pay for the services of calligraphers and cooks, 
it is appropriate for the President, pursuant to authority 
granted by Congress under Title III, to use federal dollars to 
pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, because the public is 
interested in knowing a considerable amount about personal 
matters related to the President — e.q. , where he is taking 
vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his back — it 
is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue official 
statements about these matters. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. However, agency investigations touching or affecting 
a sitting President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise 
official issues that the White House must address. For example, 
such matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and 
members of Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.S.C. SS 202 - 209, and have identified the 
following provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at 
issues 5 C.F.R. SS 2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 
502, 702, 703, 705; and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 and 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b)(7) and 702. 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
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achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 

This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance the U.S. Office of Government Ethics 
("OGE") provides regarding the application of the provision 
governing the use of public office for private gain. OGE states 
that "issues related to an individual employee's use of public 
office for private gain tend to arise when the employee's action 
benefits those with whom the employee has a relationship outside 
the office, and the language of § 2635.702 is intended to 
pinpoint this conduct without unreasonably limiting employees in 
the performance of their official duties.” 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 
(August 7, 1992). We believe it is important to apply this 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts — namely because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. 57 Fed. 

Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualification whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, are prohibited by this 
provision. 
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provision in light of its goal, namely, prohibiting official 
actions for personal or private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and "other benefits." As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. None of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 
their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter — 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.S. Attorney's Office on the referral. White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity. w 5 C.F.R. 
s 2635.702(a) . 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
members. Second, each of the contacts was for an official 
purpose — namely, to address anticipated public inquiries that 
the White House likely would receive in the wake of referrals. 
Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, rather than going 
to the nature of the actions, went to the way in which the matter 
should be discussed officially. 
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B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct , an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual; 19 an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. § 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at 
fundraisers), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors ' 
Office) , is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials, White House officials did not 
confer a benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635. 101 (b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 
represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or' a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 
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person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. s 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations* There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House officials participated in a matter involving 
specific parties in which an entity with which they have a 
"covered relationship" is or represents a party. Therefore, it 
would not have been necessary for any of those officials to 
invoke the authorization procedures required in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

§ 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. 

Because the regulations have been in effect for just a little 
over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality, other 
than the covered relationships. There are no examples in the 
regulations and no decisions from OGE on the more general 
standard matter. 


3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 

Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.703(a). 

There is no evidence to suggest that White House officials 
knowingly disclosed nonpublic information. Instead, White House 
officials were the recipients of information provided by Treasury 
officials. We do not have reason to believe that this 
information had "not actually been disseminated to the general 
public and [was] not authorized to be made available to the 
public on request." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(b)(3). 

D. Use of Official Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. S 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 
subordinates to engage in activities that personally benefit the 
supervisor. 

As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when meeting with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties, 
and the officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 

E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization ‘with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 

There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
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Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 

F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest. 

18 U.S.C. § 205(a) . 

This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions that 
an employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 

As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 
occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions. 

Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 
of the White House and were not made as representations of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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DRAFT March 5, 1994 DRAFT 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

KATHLEEN WHALEN 

ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Contacts with Trea sury Officials 

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of three 
contacts between Whit<£ House staff members and employees of the 
Treasury Department.],/ In particular, you have asked whether White 
House employees violated any ethics laws or regulations by 
engaging in discussions with Treasury officials on September 29, 
1993, October 14, 1993, and February 2, 1994 in response to 
inquiries the Treasury Department had received from the press 
and/or procedural issues that were to be, or had been, discussed 
with Congressional members, their staffs, and the press. 

i. Bas&g mud 

This memorandum is based solely upon the following understanding 
of the facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred 
on September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
matter. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC") was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, Director of Public Affairs, requested a meeting with the 
White House to address a press inquiry that the Treasury 
Department received from a reporter for The New York Tines . The 
reporter had informed the Treasury Department that he had 
information that a number of criminal referrals had been 
forwarded from the RTC, including one involving four cashier's 
checks — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign. White House officials, 
including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and Bruce Lindsey, met 
with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner, Chief of Staff of 
the Treasury Department, to discuss appropriate responses to The 
New York Times inquiry. This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on February 2, 1994. Mr. Roger Altman, Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury Department and Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the RTC, made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office 
to meet with White House officials. At this meeting, Mr. Altman 
briefed White House officials, including Maggie Williams, Harold 
Ickes and Bernard Nussbaum, on procedural matters ( i.e. . the 
statute of limitations for civil matters related to savings and 
loans violations) regarding Madison Guaranty. This meeting also 
lasted approximately 30 minutes. 

The analysis contained in this memorandum is based solely on the 
facts described above. If other issues were raised during any of 
these contacts, such issues necessarily would have to be 
evaluated independently. 

II. General Principles 

We start from the proposition that the role of White House 
employees is to assist the President in the performance of his 
constitutional, statutory, ceremonial and other duties. Cf . 

3 U.S.C. S 105. Employees are charged with undertaking those 
duties or tasks that are required of them in their official 
capacities for the President as their ultimate supervisor. 

The President is supervisor, however, only in his official 
capacity as President. Therefore, matters that are entirely 
personal and are outside of the scope of his constitutional, 
statutory, ceremonial or other duties should not be performed on 
official time, using official resources or under authority of 
one's government office, as is the case for any other federal 
officer. Applying this standard, for example, we know that the 
President is entitled to the full assistance of the Counsel's 
Office in furtherance of such official matters as the exercise of 
the constitutional pardon power, but lawyers in the Counsel's 
Office may not serve as executors for the estate of a relative of 
the First Family, which would constitute providing services in a 
purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal,” 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
roles of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, while a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 
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also to review them for any issues that should be addressed 
before the return is filed and made public. Similarly , where 
most persons personally must pay for the services of 
calligraphers and cooks, it is appropriate for the President, 
pursuant to authority granted by Congress under Title III, to use 
federal dollars to pay the salaries of such staff. Likewise, 
because the public is interested in knowing a considerable amount 
about personal matters related to the President — e.cr. . where he 
is taking vacation, how he scratched his face, how he hurt his 
back — it is appropriate to have press spokespersons issue 
official statements about these matters. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guaranty, while personal to 
the President and First Lady in that they relate to matters prior 
to the time the President took office, also have an official 
component. Agency investigations touching or affecting a sitting 
President, even in a personal matter, necessarily raise official 
issues that the White House must address. For example, such 
matters generate numerous inquiries from the press and members of 
Congress, which necessitate official responses. 

III. Review of the Tre asury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether there was any violation by White House officials under 
the specific ethics regulations and laws. We have reviewed the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch Employees, 5 
C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest statutes, 18 
U.S.C. §S 202 - 209, and have identified the following provisions 
as potentially relevant to the contacts at issue: 5 C.F.R. SS 

2635.101(b)(7), 101(b)(8), 101(b) (14), 501, 502, 702, 703, 705; 
and 18 U.S.C. SS 205 and 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, "an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b)(7) and 702. 
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We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal financial gain from this matter. None of the 
White House employees have a financial interest in Madison 
Guaranty. Nor is it apparent that any of the White House 
officials involved in the contacts stood personally to gain 
"other benefits" by their actions. 1 

This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

We start from the guidance the U.S. Office of Government Ethics 
("OGE") provides regarding the application of the provision 
governing the use of public office for private gain. OGE states 
that "issues related to an individual employee's use of public 
office for private gain tend to arise when the employee's action 
benefits those with whom the employee has a relationship outside 
the office, and the language of $ 2635.702 is intended to 
pinpoint this conduct without unreasonably limiting employees in 


1 In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
appears to suggest that employees benefit in violation of this 
ethics provision when acting in matters which enhance their 
individual job security or eligibility for promotion. See Letter 
from Congressman Leach, March 1, 1994, at 4. While the 
Congressman's meaning is unclear to us, we assume that he is 
suggesting that White House officials were acting for their own 
private gain in the aforementioned contacts — namely, because 
their desire to please their superiors and perform well 
ultimately inures to their financial benefit by creating greater 
job security or leading to a promotion. There is no precedent 
for interpreting the rule in this manner; indeed, it runs counter 
to guidance of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. See 57 Fed. 
Reg. 35,030 (August 7, 1993). We find it implausible that the 
ethics standards would require disqualification whenever an 
employee was interested in performing well and pleasing his or 
her official superiors. In fact, good government depends upon an 
employee performing well so that he or she is rewarded and 
promoted. Similarly, it is equally implausible that actions by 
subordinate employees, which also inure to the benefit of 
supervisors in their official capacity, are prohibited by this 
provision. 
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the performance of their official duties." 57 Fed. Reg. 35030 
(August 7 , 1992). We believe it is important to apply this 
provision in light of its goal, namely, prohibiting official 
actions for personal or private financial or other benefit. 

This provision addresses both financial and "other benefits." As 
a preliminary matter, we dispose of the issue that any of the 
employees acted in a matter in which they had a personal 
financial interest. None of the government officials, to our 
knowledge, have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. Thus, 
none were acting in a matter where their own financial interest 
could be affected. The only financial or other benefits that 
could arise from the employees' actions was to the Clintons. 

The financial or other benefits that the employees' could have 
been acting to provide is ensuring that the Clintons were not 
found criminally or civilly liable for any matters related to the 
referrals from the RTC. The actual actions taken by White House 
officials in these matters, namely discussing appropriate 
responses to inquiries from the press or Congress, were 
undertaken as part of the official responsibilities of the White 
House officials. Thus, these actions were in furtherance of 
their official duties as White House employees, and not for the 
personal financial interest of the Clintons. Based upon the 
discussions during the White House employees' contacts with 
Treasury officials — which went to actual or anticipated media 
inquiries, including the procedural posture of the matter — 
rather than to ways or attempts to affect those actions to be 
taken by the U.S. Attorney's Office on the referral, White House 
officials did not use public office for private gain of the 
Clintons. 

In addition to not using public office for private gain, a public 
official also may not use "his public office in a manner that is 
intended to coerce or induce another person, including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit, financial or otherwise, to 
himself or to friends, relatives or persons with whom the 
employee is associated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. 

S 2635.702(a) . 

The circumstances of the contacts at issue do not suggest that 
White House officials took any actions that could be construed as 
coercing another individual to provide any benefit to the 
Clintons. First, in each instance Treasury Department officials 
instigated the contact and the discussions with White House staff 
members. Second, each of the contacts was for an official 
purpose — namely, to address anticipated public inquiries that 
the White House likely would receive in the wake of referrals. 
Finally, as previously stated, the discussions, rather than going 
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to the nature of the actions, went to the way in which the matter 
should be discussed officially* 

B* Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 

Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organization or individual;” an employee should take "appropriate 
steps to avoid an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of his official duties." 5 C.F.R. § 101(b)(8) and 
502. 


1. Not Giving Preferential Treatment 

An employee gives preferential treatment when he provides access 
or a benefit to one private party that cannot be provided to all 
private entities. For example, allowing certain private entities 
access to White House tours (e.g., to be auctioned at 
fundraisers), that are otherwise prohibited (i.e., other than 
official public tours conducted by or through the Visitors' 
Office) , is treating that organization preferentially. By 
meeting with Treasury officials. White House officials did not 
confer a benefit or access to a private individual or entity. 
Therefore, they did not treat any private organization or 
individual preferentially. 

2. Impartiality in Performing Official Duties 

The standards of conduct also require that an employee avoid any 
actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.101(b) (14) . 
Specifically, the standards prohibit an employee, unless 
authorized, from participating: 

in a particular matter involving specific parties which 
he knows is likely to affect the financial interest of 
a member of his household, or in which he knows a 
person with whom he has a covered relationship 2 is or 


2 An employee has a covered relationship with: a person 

with whom an employee has or seeks a business, contractual or 
other financial relationship; a member of the employee's 
household or a close relative; a person for whom the employee's 
spouse, child or parent is serving or seeking to serve as an 
officer, director, trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, 
consultant, contractor or employee; a person with whom the 
employee has, within the last year, served as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner, agent, attorney, consultant, contractor 
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represents a party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would 
question his impartiality in the matter. 

5 C.F.R. § 2635.501(a) and 502(a). 

The agency designee 3 may make a determination that the interest 
of the Government in the employee's participation outweighs the 
concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of 
the agency's programs and operations. There is a series of 
factors the agency designee is to consider, including the nature 
of the relationship, the financial effect, the nature and 
importance of the official's participation, and the sensitivity 
of the matter. 5 C.F.R. S 2635.502(d). 

None of the facts on which we base this memorandum indicate that 
any White House officials participated in a matter involving 
specific parties in which an entity with which they have a 
"covered relationship" is or represents a party. Therefore, it 
would not have been necessary for any of those officials to 
invoke the authorization procedures required in section 502. 

However, a more general restriction in the standards requires 
that an employee who is concerned that circumstances other than 
those specifically described in section 502(a) would raise a 
question regarding his impartiality also should use the 
authorization process to determine whether he should or should 
not participate in a particular matter. 5 C.F.R. 

§ 2635.502(a) (2) . 

It is not clear that any White House officials who participated 
in the meeting would have had reason to be concerned that the 
circumstances were such that they would raise a question 
regarding their impartiality. They were addressing the issues 
raised in the meetings as official matters as opposed to matters 
of personal interest to the Clintons. 

Because the regulations have been in effect for just a little 
over a year, there is no guidance concerning situations that 
would require an employee to question his impartiality, other 


or employee; or an organization in which the employee is an 
active participant. 

3 For the White House, the agency designee is the Counsel 
to the President, as the Designated Agency Ethics Official 
(DAEO) , or Beth Nolan, Associate Counsel to the President, as the 
Alternate DAEO. 
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than the covered relationships. There are no examples in the 
regulations and no decisions from OGE on the more general 
standard matter. 


C. Disclosure of Nonpublic Information 


Another restriction on employee conduct is a prohibition on 
engaging in a financial transaction using nonpublic information, 
or allowing the improper use of nonpublic information to further 
the employee's own private interest or that of another, whether 
through advice or recommendation, or by knowing unauthorized 
disclosure. 5 C*E,R. § 2635.703(a). 

-huh 

yt . here i> no evidence to suggest that White House officials 
knowingly disclosed nonpublic information. Instead, White House 
officials were the recipients of information provided by Treasury 
officials, j We do not have reason to believe that this 
informat iory had "not actually been disseminated to the general 
public and /[was] not authorized to be made available to the 
public on request . " 5 C.F.R. S 2635.703(b)(3). 

^ lAto* MaOuIaUc, iti *ch . .. , ^ 

D. Use of Orficial Time 

Another conduct regulation provides that an employee is required 
to "use official time in an honest effort to perform official 
duties." 5 C.F.R. $ 2635.705. This regulation was intended to 
prevent employees from using government time to engage in 
personal matters and to prevent superiors from directing 
subordinates to engage in activities that personally benefit the 
supervisor. 



As discussed previously, we are of the opinion that White House 
officials were acting in their official capacity and not in 
pursuit of private interests when meeting with Treasury 
officials. Therefore, the time spent in the meetings was 
expended in an honest effort to perform their official duties, 
and the officials have not violated this conduct regulation. 


E. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest 

A criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from participating personally and substantially in a 
matter in which he, his spouse, minor child, general partner , 
organization in which he is serving as officer, director, 
trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or 
organization with whom he is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, has a financial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 208(a) . 
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There is nothing in the facts as stated above that would indicate 
that any White House officials participated in a particular 
matter likely to have a direct and predictable effect on their 
financial interests or those of any other listed in the statute. 
Therefore, we conclude that this criminal statute has not been 
violated. 


F. Representational Activities 

Another criminal conflict of interest statute prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as agent or attorney for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States or from acting as agent or 
attorney for anyone before any department, agency, or court in 
connection with any covered matter (which includes an 
investigation or other particular matter) in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest. 

18 U.S.C. S 205(a) . 


This statute has been interpreted generally to cover actions that 
an employee undertakes in his personal capacity, as opposed to 
actions that are part of his official responsibilities. In other 
words, employees may make contacts and appearances on behalf of 
their employing agency. They are expected to communicate with 
and appear before other agencies to discuss official matters. 


As discussed previously, it appears that the meetings that 


occurred were official actions as opposed to personal actions, 
Any communications made by White House officials were on behalf 




o* 

of the White House and were not made as representations of anyone 
other than the White House. 
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Telephone Log 2/25 

NAME Dennis Foreman 

Date Treasury 

Time 12:20 

Phone 622-0283 

, ACTION TAKEN 

1 non responsive matter — redacted 

2 Nemo to Roger - March 30 
WH Mtg No ethics obligation, 
but here are factors 

3 non responsive matter — redacted 


This is a typed version of 2/25 phone log, which is not legible 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING. FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS 
ONE HUNDRED THIftO CONGRESS 

2129 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515-6050 

February 3, 1994 
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TO*r AOTX, \ 

nmuaw 
MCMMBMMUUOMUM 
•HM NURMI. »WA 
CRAIO TNOMAl WVORUNO 



O02>U*4t4? 


Hr. Roger C. Altman 
Interim CEO 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
801 17th Street , NW 
Washington, DC 20434 

Dear Mr. Altman: 


I am in receipt of your February 1, 1994 response to the letter 
initiated by Senate Republican leadership concerning Madison 
Savings and Loan and I am pleased to learn that the RTC "will 
vigorously pursue all appropriate remedies" with regard to 
Madison's failure. It seems self -apparent that in order for the 
RTC to pursue vigorously all remedies it must have all relevant 
information at its disposal. Accordingly, I urge the RTC to seek 
and review all Whitewater Development Corporation documents turned 
over by the White House to the Justice Department. 



In its investigation of Madison, the Minority has uncovered links 
between Madison and Whitewater, some of which may have contributed 
to the thrift's failure. Not only did James and Susan McDougal 
hold significant ownership interest in both entities (approximately 
two thirds in Madison and one half in Whitewater) , but the other 
joint owners of Whitewater (Bill and Hillary Clinton) appear to 
have benefited directly and indirectly from the application of 
Madison resources. [See the attached memo.] 


If the White House chooses to use the Justice Department to shield 
Whitewater documents not only from the public and Congress, but 
from other government agencies, such as the RTC, which have 
legitimate public law enforcement responsibilities, it is hard to \ 
believe a responsible resolution of the issues involved can be made 1 
by regulatory authorities. 

I have high regard for your personal integrity, but as you know, 
from the beginning, it has been an awkward situation to have a 
presidentially appointed and confirmed officer of the Treasury 
Department also head an independent federal agency, the Resolution 
Trust Corporation (RTC) . When this prospect was first suggested at 
the beginning of the Clinton Administration, it did 
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not strike the Minority as overly unreasonable for a month or two 
given the faot that no RTC head had been selected. 


However , it has been over a year since the Administration has been 
in office and it can only be described as structurally unseemly for 
a political appointee of an Executive branch department to make 
what are in effect, law enforcement decisions for an independent 
federal agency as they may touch upon the President. 


Accordingly, 1 would urge that you request from the Department of 
Treasury's General counsel and Ethics Office advice as to whether 
you, as interim CEO of the RTC, are obligated to recuse yoursel f 
from any decisions concerning the resolution of Madison Guaranty. 
Jui t aa tne special — counsel law ~ wa g~ desig n ed to relieve Efi e 
Attorney General from an ethical dilemma of being both chief law 
enforcement officer for the nation and chief legal advisor to the 
President in circumstances when the President or a high level 
Administration officer is the subject of investigation, so it would 
appear ethically questionable for a political appointee of the 
Department of Treasury to make decisions for an independent federa l 
agency wnen tne President may be implicated in enforcement and 
c ivil action s. * 

In this regard, it should be clear that the issue is not whether a 

? resident la lly appointed official can oversee an investigation 
nvolving the President. Rather the issue is that officials with 
this responsibility should be confirmed for the job with that 
particular accountability. As you will recall it was a political 
appointee confirmed by the Senate that issued a cease and desist 
order for engaging in conflicts of interest against the son of a 
former President. 


As you know, despite your strong letter to the Chairman of the 
House Banking committee recommending against extension. Congress 
last year extended the statute of limitations for civil lawsuits 
brought against SSL wrongdoers. As you pointed out in your most 
recent letter, this extension M has afforded the RTC an opportunity 
to investigate further any civil claims which may be asserted 
against individuals or entities associated with Madison Guaranty 
for fraud, intentional misconduct resulting in tin just enrichment, 
or intentional misconduct resulting in substantial loss to the 
institution. 11 Given, however, the impending running of the statute 
of limitations for certain kinds of actions, time is clearly of the 
essence for the RTC to make judgments about civil accountability in 
the failure of Madison. 


Finally, I would like to reiterate my request, pursuant to Rules X 
and XI of the House Rules tor all documents related to Madison 
Guaranty Savings and Loan, Little Rock, Arkansas. As you know, 
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on December 9 , 1993, I wrote the RTC requesting access to all 
documents related to Madison Guaranty and its subsidiaries. 

House and Committee Rules, House practices, and judicial precedent 
support the proposition that the Ranking Minority Member is the 
functional counterpart to the Chairman for committee action. This 
being the case, a request for documents made by the Ranking 
Minority Member has parallel standing with a request made by the 
Chairman of the Committee. The Ranking Minority Member clearly has 
a voice in the process and is entitled to information that will 
enable the Ranking Minority Member to carry out his 
constitutionally mandated oversight responsibilities. 

Therefore, the courtesy of a definitive reply to this document 
request: is requested by 12 noon, Monday, February 7, 1994. On this 
matter, it is urg ed that yuc r almj -eo nsult willi Llm E t hics Office as 
to the relevance of the previously discussed recusal issue. 

Again, let me stress that to the degree a conflict situation may 
exist in this matter in no way reflects on your personal integrity. 
It is simply an awkward circumstance in contrast to a personal 
embarrassment . 


Sincerely, 

JL_ 

j\me* a. leach 

Ranking Member 
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' fo-LT.-01.S3 

jfoptEASE PHONE ► O FTS Q AUTOVON 

r_ ' | ' . ■' 

1 I WILL CALL AGAIN Q] IS WAITING TO SEE YOU 

1 | RETURNED YOUR CALL Q WISHES AN APPOINTMENT 

MESSAGE 



RECEIVED BY 

DATE A _ 

/ 

TiMe 
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Prescribed by GSA 

Ul iMIMI IItMtOM FPMR (41 CFR) 101 — 11.6 


881 


MEMORANDUM 

FROM* 

RE: 


REDACTED 


March 8, 1994 


FOR BETH NOLAN 




TERRY GOOD 
OFFICE OF RECORDS MANAGEMENT 


LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN JAMES 


X00077S 


. LEACH 
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REDACTED 


March 7, 1994 


MDfORANDOM FOR JCBN 0. 
FROM: TERRY W. 


FODESTA sj 


X) a copy of a Karch 3, 1994, latter from Roger C. Altman, 
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, to Senator Donald W. Rlegle, 

Jr* This copy vas faxed to George Stephanopoulos and was aaong 
the docuaents that ware sent to OHM for filing today tram his 
office. 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS 

2129 RAyJuHPOoUCE OFFlWBOTLflNG 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 IB -6060 


March 1, 1994 


Mr. Bernard Nussbaum 
Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Mr. Stephen Potts 
Director 

Office of Government Ethics 
1201 Hew York Avenue, M.W. 

Suite 500 

Washington, D.C. 20005-3917 

Ms. Jean Hanson 
General Counsel 
Room 3000 

Departnent of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20220 

Mr. Art Kusinski 
Chief Ethics Officer 
Resolution Trust Corporation 
801- 17th Street, H.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20434 

Dear Messrs, and Madam: 

On February 3, 1994, I wrote to the Inter in CEO of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation (RTC), Mr. Roger Altman, asking that he seek 
appropriate counsel as to whether he should recuse himself from 
natters regarding Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan. As I noted in 
ay February 3 letter to Mr. Altaan: "...it would appear ethically 

questionable for a political appointee of the Departnent of 
Treasury to. make decisions for an independent federal agency when 
the President nay be implicated in enforcement and civil actions." 

On February 23 I received a lengthy response to my letter which 
ended with the following sentences "I trust this letter fully 
addresses your concerns" [see attached letters]. Regrettably, the 
letter did not fully address the concerns expressed in my letter of 

February 3. Moreover, it would appear that the concerns raised in 
my letter were confirmed when Mr. Altman testified last week before 
the Senate Banking Committee that he had entered discussions with 
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the White House on matters affecting the President's potential 
personal liabilities. 

While it is dubiously credible to think Mr. Altman would have gone 
to the White House to discuss only the statute of 1 imitations , in 
that a mere memo would have sufficed, it bears noting again the 
irony that it was Mr. Altman who on May 4, 1993, strongly 

recommended by letter to the Chairman of the House Banking 

Committee that the statute of limitations for civil lawsuits 

against S*L wrongdoers not be extended. 

Mr. Altman's meeting with White House staff concerning the RTC's 
actions in the Madison case is an ethical umbrage. Even though Mr. 
Altman has now decided it proper to recuse himself from the Madison 
case, the issue at hand is whether his conduct violated federal 
ethics guidelines or strictures, as promulgated by the RTC. These 
guidelines are listed under 12 CFR S 1605.7 and include the 

following: 

"No employee shall engage in any action, which might result 
in, or create the appearance of ... 

(b) giving preferential treatment to any person;... 

(d) losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(e) making an RTC decision outside official channels; 
or, 

(f) adversely affecting the public's confidence in the 
integrity of the RTC." 

Also, 12 CFR S 1605.10 states that an RTC "employee may not, 
directly, or indirectly, use or allow the use of information which 
is obtained as a result of his or her RTC employment but which is 
not available to the general public in order to engage in any 
financial transaction or to further a private interest.” 

In addition, another issue appears to be an abuse of the spirit of 
5 U.S.C 3348. In a technical sense, this statute allows the 
President to name a temporary agency head to fill a vacancy until 
a nominee is confirmed by the Senate. In the event a nominee is 
rejected by the Senate or his/her name is withdrawn, 5 U.S.C. 3348 
provides that the vacancy may be filled for not more than 120-days 
by an individual designated by the President. 

In the case of Mr. Altman's appointment as interim CEO of the RTC, 
we have a situation where a political appointee of the Treasury 
Department has served as the head of an independent agency for 
approximately 13 months. To some, this circumstance leaves the 
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impression that Mr. Altman's term of office might have been 
intended to coincide with the running of the statute of limitations 
for civil lawsuits which could affect the White House. 

How that the statute of limitations has been extended , a skeptic 
might wonder if further legal machinations will occur as a means of 
maintaining Mr. Altman's tenure as interim CEO of the RTC. After 
all, no nominee to head the RTC has been formally presented to the 
Senate since Mr. Tate withdrew his name from consideration on 
November 30, when he complained of gross mismanagement at the RTC. 

It is my judgement that the RTC hae had its independence 
compromised and that it is no longer sufficient for Mr. Altman to 
recuse himself from the Madison case. It is all too apparent that 
his shadow looms large at the agency and that his immediate 
resignation from all responsibilities at the RTC would appear to be 
the only ethical option at this time. 

In addition, just as one party should not have requested the 
meeting, the other party should not have accepted it. In this 
regard, I hereby request a review of whether White House officials, 
Bernard Nussbaum, Margaret Williams, and Harold Ickes, violated any 
ethical guidelines. Here I would call your attention to the 
following White House guidelines: 

3 CFR S 100.735*4 General standards of conduct. 

N (c) In all circumstances employees shall conduct 
themselves so as to exemplify the highest standards of 
integrity. An employee shall avoid any action, whether 
or not specifically prohibited by this subpart, which 
might result in, or create the appearance of: 

(1) Using public office for private gain; 

(2) Giving preferential treatment to any person; 

(3) Impeding Government efficiency or economy; 

(4) Losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(5) Making a Government decision outside official 

channels; or 

(6) Affecting adversely the confidence of the 

public in the integrity of the Government." 


3 CFR s 100.735-8 Conflicts of interest. 
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"(a) A conflict of interest may exist whenever an 
employee has a substantial or private interest in a 
matter which involves his duties and responsibilities as 
an employee. The maintenance of public confidence in 
Government clearly demands that an employee take no 
action which would constitute the use of his official 
position to advance his personal or private interest. It 
is equally important that each employee avoid becoming 
involved in situations which present the possibility, or 
even the appearance, that his official position might be 
used to his private advantage." 

3 CFR S 100.735-21 General conduct prejudicial to the 
Government. 

"An employee shall not engage in criminal, infamous, 
dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, 
or other conduct prejudicial to the Government." 

With regard to the second of the above citations, it would appear 
self-apparent that "personal or private interest" would apply to 
issues of individual job security or promotion. In addition, with 
regard to the third, the adjective "dishonest" would presumably 
apply to the issuance of statements of fact that prove untrue. 
Here, I bring to your attention, Mr. Nussbaum's February 10, 1994 
letter to Reps. Lightfoot, Wolf, and Istook. I would also ask that 
the possibility be probed that the meeting might have had the 
effect of being "prejudicial" to the government's case in attempts 
to recover taxpayer losses related to the failure of Madison 
Guaranty. 

I would specifically request that the Office of Government Ethics 
and the Chief Ethics Officer of the White House, which I understand 
to be Mr. Nussbaum or his designee, formally review and provide me 
with a response as to whether the meeting between the three White 
House officials and Mr. Altman violated any guidelines of 
government ethics, regulations, or law. In particular, there is an 
implicit appearance that public officials dealt with the private 
matters of the President. In this regard, I would hereby request 
a list of any individuals who participated or attended at any point 
in the discussions and from each any notes or recordings of the 
meeting or meetings at the White House or elsewhere on this matter. 

Please provide a full response to the issues raised in this letter 
regarding the White House as well as Mr. Altman by Monday, March 
21, 1994. Thank you for your time and consideration of this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 



J . Leach 
Ranking Member 

cc: Mr. Roger Altman 

Interim CEO 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
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Mr. Roger C. Altman 
interim CEO 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
801 17th Street, NW 
Washington, OC 20434 

Dear Mr. Altman: 

I am in receipt of your February 1, 1994 response to the letter 
initiated by Senate Republican leadership concerning Madison 
Savings and Loan and I am pleased to learn that the RTC "will 
vigorously pursue all appropriate remedies 1 * with regard to 
Madison* s failure. It seems self-apparent that in order for the 
RTC to pursue vigorously all remedies it must have all relevant 
information at its disposal. Accordingly, I urge the RTC to seeic 
and review all Whitewater Development Corporation documents turned 
over by the white House to the Justice Department. 

In its investigation of Madison, the Minority has uncovered links 
between Madison and Whitewater, some of which may have contributed 
to the thrift's failure. Mot only did James and Susan McDougal 
hold siamficant ownership interest in both entities (approximately 
two t.tiras in Madison ana one half in Whitewater) , but the other 
joint owners of Whitewater 'Sill and Hillary Clinton) appear to 
have benafited directly and indirectly from the application of 
Madison resources. [See the attached memo. ] 

If the White House chooses to use the Justice Department to shield 
Whitewater documents not sniy from the public and congress, but 
from other government agencies, such as the RTC, which have 
legitimate public law enfercaaent responsibilities, it is hard to 
believe a responsible resolution of the issues involved can be made 
by regulatory authorities. 

I have high regard for your personal integrity, but ae you know, 
frca the beginning, it has been an awkward situation to have a 
^residential!/ appointed ana confirmed officer of the Treasury 
Oeoartaent also head an independent federal agency, the Resolution 
Trust Corporation (RTC) . when this prospect was first suggested at 
the beginning of the Clinton Administration, it did 
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not strike the Minority as cveriy unreasonable for a month or two 
given the fact that no RTC heaa bad been selected. 

However, has been over a year since the Administration has been 
in office and it can only be described as structurally unseemly for 
a political appointee of an Executive branch department to make 
what are in effect, law enforcement decisions for an independent 
federal agency as they may toucr. upon the President. 

Accordingly, X would urge that you request from the Department of 
Treasury's General Counsel and Ethics Office advice as to whether 
you, as interim CEO of the RTC, are obligated to recuse yourself 
from any decisions concerning the resolution of Madison Guaranty. 
Just as the special counsel law was designed to relieve the 
Attorney General from an ethical dilemma of being both chief law 
enforcement officer for the nation and chief legal advisor to the 
President in circumstances when the President or a high level 
Administration officer is the suciecc of investigation, so it would 
appear ethically questionable for a political appointee of the 
Department of Treasury to make decisions for an independent federal 
agency when the President may be implicated in enforcement and 
civil actions. 

in this regard, it should be clear that the issue is not whether a 
presidentially appointed official can oversee an investigation 
involving the President. Rather the issue is that officials with 
this responsibility should be confirmed for the job with that 
particular accountability. As you will recall it was a political 
appointee confirmed by the Senate that issued a cease and desist 
oraer for engaging in conflicts of interest against the son of a 
former President. 

As you know, despite your strong letter to the Chairman of the 
House Banking Committee recommending against extension. Congress 
last year extended the statute of limitations for civil lawsuits 
brougnt against S&L wrongdoers. As you pointed out in your most 
recent letter, this extension "has afforded the RTC an opportunity 
to investigate further any civil claims which may be asserted 
against individuals or entities associated with Madison Guaranty 
for fraud, intentional misccnauct resulting in unjust enrichment, 
or intentional misconduct resuiting in substantial loss to the 
institution." Given, however, the impending running of the statute 
of limitations for certain kir.as of actions, time is clearly of the 
essence for the RTC to make judgments about civil accountability in 
the failure of Madison. 

Finally, I would like to reiterate ray request, pursuant to Rules X 
and XI of the House Rules f=r ill documents related to Madison 
Guaranty Savings and Loan, 1-ttia Rock, Arkansas. As you know. 
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Mr. Roger C. Altman 
Page 3 

February 3 , 1994 


on December 9, 1993, I wrote the RTC requesting access to all 
documents related to Madison Guaranty and its subsidiaries. 

House and Committee Rules, House practices, and judicial precedent 
support the proposition that the Ranking Minority Member is the 
functional counterpart to the Chairman for Committee action. This 
being the case, a request for documents made by the Ranking 
Minority Member has parallel standing with a request made by the 
Chairman of the committee. The Ranking Minority Member clearly has 
a voice in the process and is entitled to information that will 
enable the Ranking Minority Member to carry out his 
constitutionally mandated oversignt responsibilities. 

Therefore, the courtesy of a definitive reply to this document 
request is requested by 12 noon, Monday, February 7, 1994. On this 
matter, it is urged that you also consult with the Ethics Office as 
to the relevance of the previously discussed recusal issue. 

Again, let me stress that to the degree a conflict situation may 
exist in this matter in no way reflects on your personal integrity. 
It is simply an awkward circumstance in contrast to a personal 
embarrassment. . 


Sincerely, 

ffit+tStQL J— 

JM2S A. LEACH 
?.anfcing Member 


JAL: gp 
Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

WASHINGTON 


cencral counsel 


February 23. 1994 


The Honorable James A. Leach 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6050 

Dear Mr. Leach: 

In your letter to Deputy Secretary Altman of February 3, 1994, 
you asked him to seek advice from "Treasury's General Counsel and 
Ethics Office" as to whether he is obligated to recuse himself 
from decisions concerning the Resolution Trust Corporation's 
resolution of Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan Association. He 
has sought such advice from me and from ethics officials of the 
Resolution Trust Corporation and the Treasury Department. 

I understand you to express concern about the possibility that 
the Deputy Secretary might, as acting Chief Executive Officer of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation pursuant to the Vacancy Act, 5 
U.S.C. 3347, participate in RTC decisions as to whether there are 
civil claims for RTC to pursue arising from the failure of 
Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan Association and the expiration 
of statutes of limitation applicable to any such claims. Your 
concern seems to stem from the fact that decisions regarding 
those claims "may touch upon the President" who appointed the 
Deputy Secretary to his Treasury position. You asked the Deputy 
Secretary to seek advice from Treasury's General Counsel as to 
whether he is "obligated to recuse (himself) from any decisions 
concerning the resolution of Madison Guaranty." I have advised 
the Deputy Secretary that neither his appointment at Treasury nor 
his detail to the RTC creates such 2 n obligation. 

Your letter suggests that the Deputy Secretary's participation in 
such decisions would be "structurally unseemly, " a conclusion 
apparently based on the fact that he was appointed by the 
President and confirmed for a position in a Cabinet department 
and is acting in a position in an Executive agency that is not 
such a department. However, the authority pursuant to which the 
Deputy Secretary is detailed to RTC duties was amended in 1988 
precisely so that any Executive agency, such as the RTC, and not 
just Cabinet departments, could continue to have Presidentially- 
appointed leadership when circumstances delay filling vacant 
positions. Pub.L. 100-398, 57(a)(1) and (2), Aug. 17, 1988, 102 
Stat. 988. 
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You also suggest that a structural issue arises from RTC's 
"public law enforcement responsibilities;" that it would be 
improper for a Presidential appointee not confirmed for a 
position at the RTC to exercise those responsibilities. However, 
the RTC is not a "law enforcement" agency. Its responsibility to 
pursue civil claims owed to the institutions it takes over is not 
a "law enforcement" responsibility. In fact, RTC's claims 
collection responsibility is more analogous to the responsibility 
of the head of every Executive agency to collect claims of the 
United States that arise from the agency's activities or are 
referred to it. 31 U.S.C. 3711. The differences between the 
Deputy Secretary's claims collection responsibilities at Treasury 
and at the RTC raise no "structural" concern regarding his 
performance of those responsibilities at the RTC. 

Even if the RTC were in some special sense a "law enforcement" 
agency, which it is not, absent an exception in the Vacancy Act 
or another statutory provision creating an exception, the Vacancy 
Act authorizes filling vacant positions at any "Executive agency 
(other than the General Accounting Office)." The language of the 
Act does not distinguish among agencies based on the nature of 
their functions. Moreover, it would be incorrect to infer the 
existence of such distinctions. In the one instance of an 
exception created by the Vacancy Act, Congress has employed 
language that clearly achieves that objective. The Act expressly 
provides that its authority to detail Presidential appointees 
from other agencies does not apply to vacancies in the office of 
the Attorney General; neither the Vacancy Act nor any other law 
creates such an exception for the RTC. « 

Finally, even if there were some basis for reading into the 
vacancy Act a principle that only an official confirmed for a 
position in an agency with law enforcement responsibilities 
should be detailed to another such agency, the Deputy Secretary's 
position at Treasury would qualify, rather than disqualify him. 
Treasury has enormous criminal law enforcement responsibilities, 
as is amply demonstrated by the significant law enforcement 
jurisdictions of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, the 
Customs Service, the Secret Service and the Internal Revenue 
Service. Each of those organizations reports through its chain 
of command to the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury. 

You also suggested that Deputy Secretary Altman consult ethics 
officials. He has done so. I am informed that the RTC's Ethics 
Officer and Treasury's Designated Agency Ethics Official, in 
consultation with the Office of Government Ethics, have advised 
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the Deputy Secretary that he is under no legal obligation to 
recuse himself from matters at the RTC that "may touch upon the 
President . " 
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a (Solution rttutr cotrotAnoN 

iNMfntCuMtM 


May 4 , 1993 


Honorable Kanry B. Gonzales 
Chairman 

coamittaa on Banking, finance 
and Urban Affairs 
Houaa of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20513 

Dear Kr. chairman: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the issue of 
extending the limitations period applicable to tort claims 
brought by the Resolution Trust corporation in its capacity as 
conservator or receiver of a failed Insured depository 
institution. 

as you know, over a year ago the RTC generally supported 
legislative efforts to extend this limitations period because its 
Professional Liability Section (PLS) was faoing a peak number of 
institutiona which were closed in 1969 and for which the federal 
limitations period would be expiring during 1992 and the first 
quarter of 1993. The limitations period expired during this time 
for 4io of the 7 S 2 thrifts under RTC control for PLS purposes. 
"The RTC, however, survived this critical pariod of time without 
missing a deadline. In fact, as of March 31, 1993, the RTC had 
T20 pending offensive lawsuits involving RTC claims filed in 
174 institutions. As of the same date, 120 settlement agreements 

ha vs bean executed, and 11 caaee vent to final judgment through 

trial. 

tn addition, beginning laet autumn, the RTC has been iaoreaslng 
PLS staff to meet the demands of its workload. The secretary of 
tne Treasury, in him capacity as chairman of the Thrift Depositor 
Protection oversight Board, has further committed to review and 
recommend improvements in the organisation and etafflng of PLS as 
part of his nine-point plan for the RTC, recently announced 
during his semi-annual testimony before Congress. Consequently, 
the RTC has no need at this time either to revisit "closed" 


Received 
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Honorable Hanry B. Gonzalaz 
Pago 2 

claims arising in institutions in vhieh the limitations pariod 
has axpirad or to axtand ths limitations pariod prospaotivaly as 
tha FTC will contlnus to asst all upcoalng daadllnas. 

Plaasa 1st mm know if you naad any furthar information* 

81 near sly, 

Rogar C. Altaan 
Intar ia CKO 
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WHITE MOUSE 
hinoTOn 

February 10. 1994 


Our Congressman Wolf: 

Thank vou for your leuer of January II. wnich asks whether public nines are being used to 
provide the President wicn legal assistance related to issues surrounding Whitewater 
Development Corporation and the former Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan. 

As I am sure you realize, an investigation a r fee ting a sitting President necessarily requires 
±e official attention of the White House staff, including the Office of the Counsel to the 
President. For example, the White House nas been called upon to respond to venous 
inquiries from memoers of Congress. Similarly, members of the press have made inquiries 
io the White House. These inquiries have required responses from the White House, 
including legal judgments on matters affecting the office of President of the United States. 

\ 

As you cio w. however. ±c President and Mrs. Clinton are represented personally by a 
private attorney. No public mnds are oetng usea to compensate that attorney. Furthermore, 
no White House staff memoers are acting as lawyers for the President ana tne First Lady 
.vhere mere is no official nexus. 



The Honored* Frank R Wolf 
Mcmocr of Congress 
V i. Hcuse of Reoresentauves 
♦Vasningion. D.C. 105:5 





Y-5. Oick 
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A Whitewater Whitewash 


By Altonse D'Amato 
The American people have a right to 
know the facts about the Whitewater/ Mad- 
ison affair. They also deserve to know that 
laws will be enforced impartially even if 
that enforcement may touch upon power- 
ful public officials. Judging from the de- 
fensive reaction of Democratic political op- 
eratives in recent days, something may 
well be rotten in Little Rock -and Wash- 


ington. 

Some have claimed that Congress must 
sit by idly until special counsel Robert 
Fiske completes his investigation-an in- 
vestigation that could take years. Their ra- 
tionale: Congressional intervention would 
compromise the integrity of his investiga- 


tion. On the contrary. 

I believe Congress 
must use its oversight 
capacity to protect 
the integrity of any 
Whitewater/ Madison 
investigation. 

Last week, the 
Senate Banking Com- 
mittee discovered a 
clear threat to the in- 
tegrity of the Resolu- 
tion Trust Corp.’s in- 
vestigation -from top 
administration officials and political in- 
siders. 



Roger Altman 


The RTCs investigation may already 
have been compromised. In deeply dis- 
turbing testimony. Deputy Treasury Sec- 
retary Roger C. Altman confirmed that he 
and Treasury General Counsel Jean 
Hansen went to the White House to give a 
“heads-up" briefing. This briefing was at- 
tended by White House Counsel Bernard 
Nussbaum and an unnamed assistant. 
Deputy Chief of Staff Harold Ickes and the 
first lady's chief of staff. Margaret 
Williams. 

Apparently, Mr. Altman believed that 
top White House legal and political ad- 
visers needed his guidance to understand 
"the legal and procedural framework 
within which the RTC was working*' in 
connection with Madison. The White 
House now states falsely that Congress 


and the media also received such brief- 
ings. But at the time this group was 
meeting at the White House. I was 
speaking out on the Senate floor about 
the RTC's failure to provide our commit- 
tee with any information about its activ- 
ities on the Madison/Whitewater mess. 
And I have yet to encounter a reporter 
covering this story who says he was 
bnefed by the RTC. let alone its acting 
CEO. Mr. Altman. 

Mr. Altman $ apparent lapse of judg- 
ment triggers senous questions. Why did 
Mr. Nussbaum. as White House counsel, 
need to be briefed on the RTC's investiga- 
tion of Madison? This investigation does 
not touch upon the president in his official 
capacity. 

And what about Mr. Ickes and Bis. 
Williams? Why would these political oper- 
atives need to be briefed by a top agency 
official on that agency's investigation into 
a matter that has nothing to do with the ex- 
ecutive office of the president? Ms. 
Williams, a former Democratic National 
Committee operative, had earlier joined 
Mr. Nussbaum in searching Vincent Pos- 
ter's office. Why was this briefing at- 
tended by the Treasury general counsel. 
Ms. Hansen, when it dealt with matters 
wtthin the RTC's authority? 

Mr. Altman has finally recused himself 
from the Whitewater/Madison matter. Un- 
fortunately. that does not answer ques- 
tions about the propriety of this meeting, 
and his recusal cannot ensure that a fair 
and impartial investigation will be con- 
ducted. These are legitimate issues that 
warrant a congressional hearing. 

The RTC’s deputy CEO. John Ryan, re- 
cently wrote to me that "it is standard op- 
erating procedure not to discuss any mat- 
ter relating to the review of potential civil 
claims of any institution” and that It was 
"inappropriate” to provide any 
"specifics” or any "information relating 
to the status of our review. . . ." Appar- 
ently, different standards may apply to 
discussions with the White House. 


Sen, D'Amato, of New York , is the rank- 
ing Republican on the Banking Committee. 


The benign assessnv 
of Russia's strategic impo. 
security is as startling ana 
call for American isolationism 
gagement as we have seen since 
leading up to World War n. Sug 
that Russian nationalism has a limit., 
perialist dimension is to belittle what 
been the only consistent thread throu t 
successive czarist. Communist and post 
Communist regimes, namely ethnic and 
geopolitical imperialism. The process of 
containing Russian imperialism has been 
a major focus of Western diplomatic and 
strategic doctrine, since well before ihe 
first world war. through the Nazi-U.S.S R. 
nonaggression pact, to Potsdam, the 
Berlin Airlift. NATO, the Cuban Missile 
Crisis and beyond. 

The notion that Russian imperialism 
focuses exclusively on the "near abroad" 
would be a cruel irony to nations in the 
Baltic, Southeast Asia, the Mideast. Cen- 
tral Europe. Africa and the Americas that 
have either been directly subjugated bv. or 
faced terrorism or threat from. Sonet 
client states, neighbors, proxies or funded 
insurgences. 

The danger of this complacent new is 
that it not only feeds those who would de- 
stroy Western defense capacity in the l\S. 
and among her allies, (Including liberals, 
socialists and neo^onservatives here in 
Canada), but it provides an intellectual un- 
derpinning for the kind of disengagement 
the historic NATO failure to extend full 
membership to Eastern European suppli- 
cants underlines. 

As mother Russia stoutly indicates its 
determination to defend ethnic Russians tn 
the C.LS., as Russian units open fire <«i a 
Japanese fishing trawler in disputed Asian 
waters, as Russian scientists who briieve 
Russia has not fully complied with gas war- 
fare agreements are put on trial -it is 4 sig- 
nal of serious and dangerous weakness to 
have denied NATO membership to ru lions 
that have embraced democracy and free- 
dom at serious economic cost to their peo- 
ple and short-term commercial prospects. 
Tb deny them membership in an alliance 
that provided mutual protection from inva- 
sion is to admit that any fresh strain of 
Russian imperialism can take as a given 
the new democracies of Eastern bvope. 
their former client states, the Baltics and 
the old Soviet Union constituency. 

* The genius of the common stand taken 
by President Reagan, Prime Minister 
Thatcher. President Kohl and Pnme Min- 
ister Mulroney- along with other NATO 
leadership- was that it erected clear hur- 
dles, both strategic and economic to con- 
tinued Soviet militarism. An enlightened 
and often inspired Soviet leadership made 
the right c h oic es . The notion that rvmov- 
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March 3, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: BETH NOLAN 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

CHERYL MILLS 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 
SUBJECT: Contacts with Treasury Officials 


This memorandum responds to your request for an independent 
review of three contacts between White House staff members and 
employees of the Treasury Department. In particular, you have 
asked whether White House employees violated any ethics laws or 
regulations by engaging in discussions with Treasury officials in 
response to inquiries they had received from the press and/or 
procedural issues that they had discussed with Congressional 
members and their staff. 

I. Background 

This memorandum is based upon the following understanding of the 
facts. The first contact with Treasury officials occurred on 
September 29, 1993, at the conclusion of a meeting on the Waco 
situation. Ms. Jean Hanson, General Counsel for the Treasury 
Department, approached Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the 
President, and informed him that the Resolution Trust Company 
("RTC") was making a criminal referral to the Department of 
Justice in a matter involving Madison Guaranty. Ms. Hanson 
stated that the Clintons were not subjects or targets of the 
referral but that their names appeared on some checks made out to 
then Governor Clinton's gubernatorial re-election campaign. Ms. 
Hanson indicated that she was providing this information because 
of the likelihood of press inquiries to the White House on this 
matter. This contact lasted less than five minutes. 

The second contact between White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on October 14, 1993. Ms. Hanson and Mr. Jack 
DeVore, [title] , requested a meeting with the White House to 
address a press inquiry that the Treasury Department received 
from a reporter for the New York Times. The reporter had 
informed the Treasury Department that he had information that a 
number of criminal referrals had been forwarded from the RTC, 
including one in which four cashier's checks involving the 
President — two payable to then Governor Bill Clinton and two to 
his gubernatorial re-election campaign — were referenced. White 
House officials, including Mark Gearan, Bernard Nussbaum and 
Bruce Lindsey, met with Ms. Hanson, Mr. DeVore and Josh Steiner 
to discuss appropriate responses to the New York Times inquiry. 
This meeting lasted 30 minutes. 
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The third contact between the White House and Treasury Department 
officials occurred on [date]. Mr* Roger Altman, Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury Department and Chief Executive Officer of RTC, 
made a request to the Chief of Staff's Office to meet with White 
House officials to brief them on procedural matters regarding 
Madison Guaranty. This meeting lasted approximately [time] 
minutes. 

ii. General Pri nciples 

We start from the proposition that the role of the White House 
Counsel's Office is to provide legal representation to the White 
House and its many officers and employees in their official 
capacities. That is, consistent with the District of Columbia 
Rules of Professional Conduct, the client of the Counsel's Office 
is the White House, see D.C. Rule of Professional Conduct l.6(i), 
and the Counsel's Office "represents the [White House] acting 
through its "duly authorized constituents" — its officers and 
employees. D.C. Rule of Professional Conduct 1.13, Comment [7]. 
The President is the ultimate "client" of the Counsel's Office, 
because he has the paramount authority to direct the official 
activities of all White House officers and employees. 

The President is "client," however, only in his official capacity 
as President. See D.C. Bar. Op. No. 148 (1985) (attorney in 
government agency represents the agency, not its employees as 
individuals).* Therefore, matters that are entirely personal to 
the President require the assistance of private lawyers, as would 
be the case for any other federal officer. Applying this 
standard, for example, we know that the President is entitled to 
the full assistance of the Counsel's Office in furtherance of 
such official matters as exercise of the constitutional pardon 
power, but lawyers in the Counsel's Office may not serve as 
executors for the estate of a relative of the First Family, which 
would constitute providing services in a purely personal matter. 

Between the two clear poles of "official" and "personal," 
however, lies territory that is not clearly charted. The 
President's personal and official roles are more blended than the 
role of any other federal official. Matters that are clearly 
personal and private for most people, including other senior 
federal officials — federal income tax returns, for example — 
are public for the President and therefore have an impact on the 
White House that gives them an official component. For that 
reason, whil’e a private accountant prepares the President's 
income tax returns, it is appropriate for a White House lawyer 


This conclusion could be different under a duly 
authorized program, such as the Department of Justice 
representation program, in which the government lawyer is 
assigned to provide individual representation to an officer or 
employee. See D.C. Rule of Professional Conduct 1.6, Comment 
[36]. No such program is at issue here. 
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also to review any issues that should be addressed before the 
return is filed and made public. 

Similarly, matters involving Madison Guarantee while personal to 
the Clintons, also have a official component. It is personal to 
the President and First Lady in that it relates to matters prior 
to the time the President took office. However, agency 
investigations touching or affecting a sitting President, even in 
a personal matter, necessarily raise issues for the White House. 
For example, such matters generate numerous inquiries from the 
press and members of Congress, which necessitate official 
responses . 

III. Review of the Treasury Contacts 

The propriety of White House officials engaging in the contacts 
outlined above is dependent upon the presence of a legitimate 
official purpose. Based upon our understanding that these 
meetings were initiated by Treasury officials to respond to 
anticipated or actual inquiries from the press or to provide 
White House staff with information provided to the Congress and 
the press, we believe the necessary official nexus is present. 
Nonetheless, we think it important to examine and discuss below, 
whether under the specific circumstances, there was any violation 
of ethics regulations and laws by White House officials. We have 
reviewed the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Executive Branch 
Employees, 5 C.F.R. Part 2635, and the conflict of interest 
statutes, 18 U.s.C. §S 202 - 209, and have identified the 
following provisions as potentially relevant to the contacts at 
issue: §S 2635.101(b)(7); 101(b)(8); 101(b) (14); 501; 502; 702; 

703; 705; and 18 U.S.C. §S 205 & 208. 

A. Use of Public Office for Private Gain 

Under the Standards of Conduct, f, an employee shall not use public 
office for his own private gain . . . nor for the private gain of 
friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is 
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity." 5 C.F.R. SS 
2635.101(b) (7) & 702. 

We are not aware of any facts to suggest that any of the 
officials involved in the contacts with Treasury officials could 
achieve personal gain from this matter. None of the White House 
employees have a financial interest in Madison Guaranty. ** 


** In a letter dated March 1, 1994, Congressman Leach 
suggests that ethics provisions would apply to issues of 
individual job security or promotion. While the Congressman's 
meaning is unclear to us, we assume he is suggesting that White 
House officials were acting for their own benefit because of 

(continued. • • ) 
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This provision also prohibits federal employees from acting for 
the private gain of others who are associated with them in a 
nongovernmental capacity. In the contacts at issue, none of the 
employees were operating on behalf of individuals with whom they 
are affiliated in their non-official (or private) capacity. 
Rather, White House staff were acting to respond to inquiries, 
actual or anticipated, which they would be called upon to respond 
to in their official capacity on behalf of the President. 

B. Impartial and Non-preferential Treatment 
Under the Standards of Conduct, an employee "shall act 
impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private 
organizatio or individual" [ite] 


**{. . .continued) 

their desire to please their superiors. There is no factual 
predicate for this assumption; nevertheless, we find it 
implausible that the ethics standards would require 
disqualification whenver an employee was interested in performing 
well and pleasing his or her official superiors. In fact, good 
government depends upon an employee performs so well that he or 
she is rewarded and promoted. Moreover, we have found no 
precedent for interpreting the rule in this manner. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 


February 10. 1994 


Dear Congressman Lightfoot: 

Thank you for your letter of January 11, which asks whether public funds are being used to 
provide the President with legal assistance related to issues surrounding Whitewater 
Development Corporation and the former Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan. 

As I am sure you realize, an investigation affecting a sitting President necessarily requires 
the official attention of the White House staff, including the Office of the Counsel to the 
President. For example, the White House has been called upon to respond to various 
inquiries from members of Congress. Similarly, members of the press have made inquiries 
to the White House. These inquiries have required responses from the White House, 
including legal judgments on matters affecting the office of President of the United States. 

As you know, however, the President and Mrs. Clinton are represented personally by a 
private attorney. No public funds are being used to compensate that attorney. Furthermore, 
no White House staff members are acting as lawyers for the President and the First Lady 
where there is no official nexus. 

Thank you for your interest in this matter. 


Sincerely, 



The Honorable Jim Lightfoot 
Member of Congress 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington. D.C. 20515 
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January 11, 1994 


The Honorable Bernard W. Nussbaum 
Counsel to the President 
Second Floor, West Wing 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 


Dear Mr. Nussbaum: 



Recent statements from the White House have conveyed the 
impression that only private funds are being used to provide the 
President with legal assistance related to issues surrounding 
Whitewater Development Corporation and the former Madison Guaranty 
Savings and Loan. 

* T ' ..... 

Recent media reports, however, indicate considerable involvement 
of the White House Counsel's office, and possibly of other White House 
personnel . 

As part of our work on the House Appropriations Subcommittee with 
jurisdiction over White House spending, we would appreciate a clear, 
written statement that the former is indeed the case, and that no 
public funds are being utilized. This would greatly simplify any 
issues that might involve our Subcommittee. 


If this is not the case, please advise us in writing of the exact 
nature and amount of public funds that are being used by the Office of 
the General Counsel and by other White House staff to work on the 
Whitewater case. 



cc: Ms. Patsy Thomasson 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 


March 1, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR FILE 

FROM: JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND STAFF SECRETARY 

W. NEIL EGGLESTON 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE: WHITEWATER— TRANSCRIPT OF SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE 

HEARING 

Attached please find the transcript of the testimony 
portion of the hearing before the Senate Banking Committee last 
Thursday, February 24, 1994. 

The opening statements will not be available until the 
Committee releases the transcript. 


W.N.E 
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Copyright 1994 Federal Information Systems Corporation 
Federal News Service 

FEBRUARY 24, 1994, THURSDAY 

SECTION: IN THE NEWS 

LENGTH: 26366 words 

HEADLINE: HEARING OF THE SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE 
SUBJECT: 

RTC THRIFT DEPOSITOR PROTECTION OVERSIGHT BOARD SEMIANNUAL 
REPORT CHAIRED BY: SENATOR DONALD RIEGLE (D-MI) 

WITNESSES: 

LLOYD BENTSEN, SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

ROGER ALTMAN, INTERIM CEO, RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION 

ACCOMPANIED BY: 

ALAN GREENSPAN, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD 
ANDREW HOVE, ACTING CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL INSURANCE DEPOSIT 
CORPORATION JONATHAN FIECHTER, ACTING DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF THRIFT 
SUPERVISION DDETRA FORD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THRIFT DEPOSITOR 
PROTECTION BOARD 538 DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 

BODY: 

SEC. BENTSEN: Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I have the Oversight Board 
members with me here — Mr. Alan Greenspan, chairman of board of the Federal Reserve; 
Roger Altman, who's the interim CEO of the RTC. I've got Jonathan Fiechter, who's the 
acting director of the Office of Thrift Supervision; Andrew Hove, who's the acting chairman 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Also accompanying us is Dietra Ford, who’s the 
executive director of the Oversight Board. 

And I have a longer version for the record, but I'd like to summarize it, particularly with the 
lateness of the hour, if I might. 

SEN. RIEGLE: We'll make your full report a part of the record, and we'd like your summary. 

SEN. BENTSEN: Before I begin, and listening to the partisan exchange, let me thank the 
members of this committee for their bipartisan support last year, in the last session, to obtain 
the funding to finish the RTC job. I'm quite appreciative of that. 

Let me tell you something you don't hear very often. We're not here to ask for more money. 
The funding — (applause, laughter) ~ the funding provided through the RTC Completion Act 
ought to be sufficient. In fact, they tell me this is the first time that the Oversight Board has 
been before you that it wasn't asking for additional money and funding. And I'm just very 
pleased to be able to inherit that honor. 



912 


X0CCCC7 


I'm also happy to report that few S&Ls are failing, and 99 percent of private-sector thrifts are 
well or adequately capitalized OVERSIGHT Let me review some of the numbers for you. 
Since the RTC was created in 1989, it's taken over 743 failed institutions and it's closed or 
sold 680 of them. In the process it protected nearly 23 million deposit accounts with an 
average balance of $9,000. RTC made good on the government's guarantee of deposit 
insurance to millions of Americans nationwide. And, I might add, it did it with a minimum of 
disruption. A lot of the customers didn't even know that the RTC had taken over their S&L. 
The RTC also undertook the greatest liquidation in history, so far disposing of $393 billion in 
assets for about 90 percent of their book value. Frankly, I couldn't believe that one. I made 
them go back and check it again for me. The RTC sold since its inception nearly 80,000 units 
as affordable housing. So at least tens of thousands of lower-income families have benefitted 
as this problem is being solved. 

Now, crime is at the top of our agenda these days. We talk about violent crimes. Well, this 
scandal had criminals — had whi fe~col te crirmmdsT^Mo^ th an 1,500 persons were charged 
with major crimes involving S&Ls. Nearly 1,250 were convicted. And of those sentenced, 
more than 75 percent went to prison. And RTC has pursued several recoveries from 
wrong-doers with all involved agencies collecting nearly $2 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, when this administration took office the total cost of resolving the S&L 
problem was estimated at between $100 and $150 billion. When I testified just last March, 
we thought as much as 45 billion, in additional funding would be needed. That was on top of 
the nearly 87 billion already appropriated. 

A lot of people agreed with us. The Congressional Budget Office estimated 50 billion. The 
General Accounting Office had us around that level. And so did the House and the Senate 
budget committees. As RTC funding legislation moved through the Congress last year, 
constantly improving economic conditions resulted in record earnings for the S&L and the 
banking industries. By mid-November after lengthy deliberations in both houses, the funding 
bill provided $18.3 billion, and that brought the total amount thafs provided by Congress for 
the clean-up to $105 billion, a figure on the low end of the estimate when this administration 
took office. 

And I know the results could have been different — easily. Depositors could have lost all their 
savings. Loss to die government could have been far greater, resolution of the problem could 
have taken much longer. But to the credit of a great many people, and they're seated in this 
committee, in addition, the problem is near resolution. 1 

I*d like to give you some - and I'd like to give some credit to the management of the RTC. 
And I think we'd sure better credit the economy. Deficit reduction has helped interest rates to 
fall. We've taken steps to increase the availability of credit, tackling unnecessary regulations 
and report requirements that discourage lenders from making loans to small business. And 
we'U continue to propose changes that will result in greater credit availability and efficiencies 
in the banking industry. This is why we want to sell a number of issues, including passage of 
the community development financial institutions legislation, which includes a balanced 
reduction and regulatory reform. Ill be before this committee next week with specifics on die 
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administration's proposal to reform and simplify the regulatory structure for depository 
institutions. Our proposal not only will eliminate unnecessary regulatory expenses which 
could result in the availability of greater credit, but as importantly, it can help avoid new 
crisis by putting a stop to inconsistent and confused regulation. But we'll talk more about that 
next week. But the point I want to make on deficit reduction is that the market responded, the 
economy responded. Housing starts and home sales are up, and that's sure good news when 
you're the RTC and you're trying to dispose of property. I can't help think back what a 
dramatic difference interest ratesTriake. " I used to chair a savings and loan. Sure glad I sold 
it when I came to the Senate. (Laughing.) But I'll tell you, not smart, just lucky! But I'll tell 
you — (laughter). But I'll tell you, when you've got your mortgages at one rate and all the 
sudden long-term interest rates go substantially above that, you’ve got yourself a real problem 
in an S&L. And when you've got the government saying we'll guarantee the first 100,000, 
and you've got a small, new S&L, and then they have Wall Street bundle up hundreds of 
billions and send it to a little S&L. We saw that thing happen in Vemon, Texas. A good 
example of that. And then you see the others “who are~honestly trying to compete and what a 
hold it puts on them. Fortunately, we’re seeing things go the other way with this substantial 
reduction in interest rates. 

And I want to say to you. Senator Bennett, I've seen some of what you're talking about, too, 
where sometimes they were overzealous. And that balance is in part the concerns of what 
Senator Boxer has for those that have been ill-used and guilty of malfeasance. 

But lower interest rates and increased credit activity have brought about increased earnings for 
all types of financial institutions. Many S&Ls that may have been at risk are now making 
profits. But you and I know we can't predict what's going to happen between now and '95 
when the RTC goes out of business. Nobody foresaw the floods and the earthquakes, and they 
had their economic consequences. We're not done yet. 

Through '95, RTC must continue to protect depositors. They must dispose of some very 
hard-to-sell assets. And it must ensure its operations run effectively. It must work toward an 
orderly transition of its responsibilities to the FDIC. And it must never lose sight of its 
mandates to provide affordable housing and maximum minority participation, including 
implementation of provisions of the RTC Completion Act 

I've urged the RTC to work aggressively on the issue of minority participation. It's imperative 
that minority- and women-owned businesses have an ample opportunity to win contracts, to 
purchase assets and to acquire failed thrifts. In fact, the RTC is taking special care to meet 
the requirements of the completion act to provide preferences to minority institutions while 
applying the least-cost test 

Let me be more specific on some of those things I mentioned. The RTC has begun resolve 63 
insolvent institutions now operating in conservatorship, which about 2.3 million deposit 
accounts. Some additional institutions may be transferred this year. If so, the RTC will make 
good on the government's guarantee to those insured depositors and any others who might yet 
fall under its jurisdiction. 

Insofar as the remaining inventory of nearly 64 billion assets — $64 billion in assets, these, as 
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you said earlier, Mr. Chairman, are the most hard-to-sell properties that are left: real property 
and non-performing mortgages. While the improved economy helps sales, the potential loss 
to the taxpayers could be reduced if these assets are managed and sold efficiently. The RTC 
is working on improving its marketing and sales strategies and is seeking creative, yet sound 
techniques to maximize returns. 

To fulfill its remaining mission, the RTC will benefit from good managers. Jack Ryan of 
OTS was appointed deputy CEO.~~'EllenKukla (sp) of the OTS has been appointed general 
counsel. And Tom Horton has been promoted to acting senior vice president for asset 
management and sales. And I can tell you today that the administration expects to submit its 
nomination for a permanent chief executive shortly. 

I thank Roger Altman for the service that he has done as the interim CEO. His term expires 
the end of March, and we hope by then to have a candidate. In line with the RTC 
Completion Act, Jack Ryan will serve' as the ufierim CEO between the time Mr. Altman's 
term expires and the permanent CEO is confirmed. The Oversight Board will also make some 
appointments to the audit committee, which will be in operation soon. 

I've asked Frank Raines (sp), vice chairman of Fannie Mae, to chair that one, and to serve as 
members we asked Jonathan Fiktar (sp) of OTS, Robert Larsen (sp), vice chairman of the 
Taubman (ph) Company and a former member of the Oversight Board. Mr. Larsen (sp) has 
also been renominated to serve, on the Oversight Board, and I hope you'll be able to approve 
his nomination soon. The RTC .will close down on December 31, 1995, one year earlier than 
originally thought, and planning for that is well underway. I expect the new management to 
work with the people at the FDIC in a cooperative way to carry out the transition of the RTC 
to the FDIC. 

This past year the Oversight Board has also strengthened our staff reviews. I was being 
reminded of my testimony of last year and the recommendations and the improvements that 
we sought to bring about We have done a number of them. We haven't completed them all. 
We're obviously still working at it, and we're scrutinizing some. 

For instance, our staff has been monitoring the RTCs efforts to improve its contracting 
systems and its oversight A review is being conducted to make sure policies are applied 
uniformly to all contractors and that contract oversight procedures provide effective review of 
performance. Another example: The staff has focused on the RTCs financial operating plan, 
its operating budget and all its borrowing activity, and our advisory boards are taking hard 
looks at the policies governing asset sales. Late last year, Ira Hall of IBM USA was named 
chairperson of die National Advisory Board, bringing considerable financial expertise and 
private sector expertise to that process. 

These boards meet regularly at sites nationwide to discuss progress and to hear testimony 
from witnesses on how these regulations and procedures affect different parts of die country. 
The RTC listens to their advice, and they have been instrumental in advancing affordable 
housing opportunities. Our advisory board structure will change this year. 
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The Completion Act created a new affordable housing authority board to replace the National 
Housing Advisory Board. That new board will be made up of nine members, including the 
secretary of HUD. They will be providing advice on affordable housing programs, and how 
to merge RTC programs with the FDIC programs after the shutdown, and we're looking 
forward to working with them. Now, last year at this hearing, as I said, I announced those ten 
goals insofar as improving or reforming RTC management - things like putting in place a 
system to ensure prompt follow-up on findings of the inspector general and the General 
Accounting Office, strengthening thrcontracting system and oversight of its private sector 
contractors, appointing a chief financial officer. The RTC Completion Act mandated and 
expanded on those reform, and RTC is moving to meet the standards that Congress 
determined and set 

I'm pleased with the results, and in a minute. I'd like Roger Altman to discuss them with you 
one by one. I hope you especially note what we've done on opportunities for minority- and 
women-owned usinesses and fn stren^hehirijfbur internal accounting and administrative 
control systems. I personally believe that these programs are an important part of RTC duties 
and that this is an area it must continue to focus on to ensure legislative mandates are carried 
out. And Mr. Chairman, let me end on this. I believe that the RTC has made significant 
progress in the past year in achieving its mandates and in addressing the concerns that you 
folks in the Congress raised, concerns by the GAO and by the oversight board. You bet 
there've been a lot of problems, but the organization has been relatively free from partisan 
conflict. Republicans and Democrats alike have been committed to fulfilling the government's 
obligations to protect depositors at the least cost to the taxpayers. In '94 we'll keep working 
at that one, and looking to '95, well, I believe the RTC will be more than happy to be out of 
business. I sure will be happy. Thank you. Now let me turn it over to Mr. Altman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Mr. Altman, we'd like to hear from you now. 

MR. ALTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, have a longer statement which, with your 
permission — 

SEN. RIEGLE: Without objection. 

MR. ALTMAN: - that I hope would be entered into the Record, and 111 summarize it here. 
This is probably the final time I will appear before the Congress in any RTC capacity. Under 
the terms of the Vacancy Act,, my appointment would expire on March 30. There are limited 
circumstances under which that could be extended, but I don't believe they will apply. 

As Secretary Bentsen said, it's our intention to nominate a permanent chief executive as soon 
as possible. 

Last year we chose I think a fine candidate, Stanley Tate (sp). He withdrew, which was not 
at our urging, and I believe he would have done a good job. I also want to join with Secretary 
Bentsen in thanking the entire committee for its bipartisan efforts to secure funding through 
the completion act passed late last year. 

I'd also like to note that the RTC has taken special efforts to be responsive relative to the 
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California earthquake. Foreclosures in those effective areas have been delayed, home owners 
are being helped to avoid delinquencies on mortgages held by the RTC, and we notified 
FEMA of 54 multifamily units and 47 single family residences that can be made available for 
temporary housing. Now, on to the status report 

Mr. Chairman, the S&L collapse required the biggest financial rescue probably in world 
history. Including money spent by die FSLIC beginning in 1988 it's expected to cost the 
American taxpayers the staggenngfsum^ of about $150 billion. To put that into perspective, at 
today's budget levels that's equivalent to about 45 years of Head Start, about nine years of 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children. And at a time when we all struggle to finance 
federal support of vital activities from national security to education, these are sobering 
comparisons. I'm sure all of use would agree on a bipartisan basis to make every effort to 
ensure that such a fiasco is never repeated. When we inherited responsibility for this agency, 
it was not in sound condition. It was one of the largest contracting organizations of all time. 
But it had poor contracting~procedures. It was selling assets In massive blocs, denying local 
investors a shot at local properties which they knew best. And despite being larger than 
almost any American financial institution in the private sector, any bank or any securities 
firm, it had no full-time chief financial officer, no permanent general counsel, and it had no 
business plan. So we determined to concentrate on repairing the organization and when 
Secretary Bentsen first testified before this committee, almost exactly a year ago, he outlined 
a series of management reforms to which we committed ourselves, and I'd like to very 
quickly just review some of those. A full-fledged review of all 21 of them is appended to my 
statement. 

Contracting. We found that the agency's contract award procedures had often been violated in 
the past, and our first action there was to mandate compliance. Some of the compliance 
problems reflected weak organizing principles. Contracts were often let by the same 
employees responsible for overseeing them. Obviously, in the event of a compliance problem, 
die employee then had little incentive to draw attention to it. So the Office of Contracts has 
been reorganized into two separate units; one for contract solicitation and award, and another 
for contract administration, to avoid conflict, and the scope of contracting oversight has been 
substantially expanded. Among other things* the staff there has been more than doubled, and 
reviews of nearly 500 outstanding contracts were undertaken last year. 

Next, audits. A new reporting system has been implemented to ensure that management 
responds to the concerns raised by auditors. And that system now tracks and updates the 
status of all inspector general, GAO and internal RTC findings and recommendations. And 
Ym pleased to say that the RTC today is current in following up on almost all GAO and OIG 
findings. Business plan. We completed a comprehensive business plan. We provided copies 
of that to this committee. It is a highly detailed and, I think, objectively speaking, good piece 
of work. Ifs intended to be a living document and we're going to update it regularly as 
conditions warrant 


Chief financial officer. Donna Cunningham, our chief financial officer, has been on board for 
about eight months. She's taken that helm very ably, as reflected in a series of improvements 
in the internal controls in die organization. 


\ 



The professional liability section. This has been a particularly troubled area of RTC 
operations. There have been complaints from both sides of the spectrum, as the comments 
already here today illustrate; complaints that the RTC was unfairly pursuing former S&L 
directors who had no real roles in those organizations and, on the other side, complaints that 
the RTC was not sufficiently zealous in pursuing the real crooks. 

As GAO recognized in its mid-'93 report, the primary problems have involved inadequate 
staffing and an overall lack of experienced attorneys and the temporary nature of the RTC has 
made it particularly difficult from a recruiting point of view. But we have worked hard to 
increase the size and the training of the staff in this area. We currently have the highest total 
of attorneys on board in the agency's history. Moreover, senior RTC and FDIC officials are 
planning to merge the RTC unit here, the PLS unit, with its counterpart in the FDIC, 
recognizing that the FDIC is a source of experienced attorneys in this area. 

I also want to say that effective prosecutidiTofPLS claims continues to be one of the RTC's 
highest priorities. 

Secretary Bentsen referred to our having formed an audit committee and appointed its 
members. We have also established a joint coordinating committee with the FDIC for 
purposes of planning the transition or portions of the RTC back into the FDIC by the end of 
'95. 

I'd like to make a special set of comments about expanded opportunities for minorities and 
women. That's been one of our highest priorities, as Secretary Bentsen said. First of all, we 
elevated the minority and women's program to the divisional level, put the head of it on the+ 
executive committee reporting directly to the CEO. We took action to expand the number of 
minority- and women-owned businesses receiving RTC contract solicitations. And there are 
now more than 1,100 of them in our database. 

Let me say a couple of words about the record. On a cumulative basis since inception of the 
$3.7 billion awarded in nonlegal fees, $800 million have been awarded to minority- and 
women-owned businesses, 21 percent. Take a look at last year. We paid nonlegal fees of 
$500 million. Minority- and women-owned businesses received 31 percent of those. We also 
encouraged efforts to encourage the use of minority- and women-owned law firms on the 
legal side, as far as legal fees are concerned. Last year, such firms received $54 million, or 
13 percent, of all legal fees from us, a big increase over the *92 level. And within die 
category of minority- and women-owned law firms, minority-owned law firms received $36 
million, far above die $23 million of a year before. I think the entire RTC is quite proud at 
the sharply increased levels of minority and women's participation in all of the fee- generating 
activities of the agency, and details on that are also appended to my statement Turning 
briefly to operations and financial issues. Secretary Bentsen cited a series of statistics relative 
to the amounts of institutions which have been resolved since inception. To me the most 
important statistic is $9,000. That's the average balance in institutions which have been 
resolved. And for those who think this has been a bailout of the rich and famous, I think 
that's a pretty telling number. 
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We have 63 institutions under conservatorship today, $18 billion of deposits. Now that the 
Completion Act is law, we're in the process of marketing these remaining conservatorships. 
We think these 63 will be resolved, Mr. Chairman, by the summer of this year, and it should 
cost $9 billion to $1 1 billion to do that. 

On the asset sale side, we exceeded the targets we initially set last year. Book value 
reductions, $63 billion; cash proceeds, 76 percent of that. Thafs a recovery rate below 
previous years because now we're down to poorer-quality assets, hard-to-sell assets. For this 
year, *94, we expected to reduce the book value of our inventory by $43 billion, cash 
proceeds $29 billion, projected recovery rate, 66 percent 

Now, on this asset sales side, one of things we did was to put in place a small investor 
program because, if I've heard anything in this past year in this capacity, it was that local 
investors were not — did not have a shot at local properties which they knew best. So we 
took steps to ensure that assets wbuld be availabTefor' safe Individually to small investors 
with moderate levels of capital. Under this program, individual offerings of real estate 
properties have been emphasized. Underscore "individual." Auctions and sealed- bid sales 
have become more frequent and geographically focused. Smaller loan pools are being offered 
to allow buyers to purchase smaller, more geographically segmented groups of loans. And Fm 
pleased to say that at the most recent non-performing loan auction, in August last year, a third 
of the winners were new buyers who had not participated before, and the new bidders, overall 
bidders were for the most part smaller companies with a much higher preference for small 
loan pools and were most interested in buying geographically-focused loan packages located 
in their own areas. 

Affordable housing — Secretary Bentsen noted this — since inception we've sold over 77,000 
units, for a total of $1.2 billion. The average annual income of households purchasing in that 
program has been about $24,000, which, by the way, is 61 percent of die national median 
family income. Finally, Mr. Chairman, the issue of whistle-blowing. 

As was noted earlier, last September this committee held oversight hearings where a variety 
of allegations were made, including retaliation against whistle-blowers. 

Now, let me emphasize in the strongest terms, we support protections for whistle-blowers and 
have taken several actions to address those allegations. I issued a memorandum on October 
4th to all RTC employees strongly reiterating our policy of prohibiting retaliation against 
whistle-blowers. We established an employee ombudsman program to augment the efforts of 
the inspector general in gathering all types of employee allegations. That ombudsman reports 
directly to the CEO on a weekly basis, and I think that program is working pretty well, 
because as of February 15th we'd received 116 inquiries, 96 of which had been closed and 20 
of which were still pending. 

We also had conversations in person and by telephone with six of the individuals who 
testified here before this committee. And during these interviews we solicited comments, 
feedback, and suggestions from them on how best to remedy the problems which they raised. 
And a number of those interviews were insightful and have been taken into account in our 
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efforts to remedy some of the management problems at the RTC. And I just want to 
underscore how seriously we have taken these allegations and that hundreds of hours have 
been spent working to understand and resolve them. 

In closing, the Completion Act requires the RTC to terminate on December 31st, 1995. We 
will make that, there is no question that we will make that, and I think it will be a happy day 
for all concerned, especially the American taxpayer. Thank you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you very much. We're going to now proceed with the questions, and 
we'll go with the normal five-minute time periods. 

Chairman Greenspan, let me start with you. The Federal Reserve, of course, has raised 
interest rates earlier this month, and you just indicated publicly again that further increases are 
likely. And we know in the past that rising interest rates have had the effect of causing 
significant problems for thrifts:' Now, obviousIy7Thramount is highly relevant. But my 
question to you would be what effect are these higher interest rates likely to have on the RTC 
and, for that matter, on the future health of the thrift industry, which is still trying to work its 
way back? 

MR. GREENSPAN: Mr. Chairman, I think you raise a very important question, because one 
of the lessons of this whole experience has been that we have — we’ve put into place in the 
early post-war years an institution which was a specialized institution, one which could not 
function in a period of significant inflationary imbalances, an institution which had long-term 
assets and short-term liabilities. And, as the secretary indicated, when interest rates generally 
go up that institution is pressed as, indeed, we saw in an extraordinary sense in the period 
1979-1980. 

One of the things that is very important that we not allow to happen again is that 
extraordinary type of inflationary imbalance which was so destructive to those types of 
institutions. To be sure, savings and loans as a consequence of that have restructured their 
balance to a significant extent and the maturity mismatch is not of the size that it was 
previously. 

Nonetheless, should interest rates rise significantly, then I think it does put those institutions 
in a very difficult position. It's been the concern of the Federal Reserve that we endeavor to 
fend off any such types of inflationary instabilities, and the actions that we took — we took on 
February 4th, and the general discussion which I outlined to the House Banking Committee's 
subcommittee -in trying to comprehend the type of problems that may be out there, were put 
forward precisely to prevent the types of difficulties which so debilitated the savings and 
loans. 

To date, the effects on these institutions, of course, have been minimal, and we don't expect 
to see any particular problems emerge on that, but I would like to call — ask my colleague, 
Jon Fiechter, what he sees, he's looking at these institutions in a much more detailed way than 
I. 



920 


*000815 


MR. FIECHTER: I would echo what Chairman Greenspan said. One - well, first, clearly a 
major risk in the thrift industry, given the nature of the business, is interest rates, but a real 
difference between the thrift today versus the thrift of the late 70s that ran into so much 
difficulty when the - there was the rate (spike ?) in the early '80s, is that restructuring both 
of assets and liabilities, there are a lot of thrifts now that won’t hold fixed rate mortgages any 
longer because they went through the early '80s. Also, as a consequence of (rate Q ?), 
institutions are able to much better manage their liabilities. As you know, Mr. Chairman, as a 
consequence of FDICIA, OTSTias spmt~albi of time on Interest rate risk. We have a fairly 
extensive model, and in anticipation of a question such as this, I asked the staff based on the 
information the thrifts now provide what would be the effect of a 200-basis-point increase in 
interest rates if it were to happen as a shock - sort of an across-the-board increase, but I don't 
think we're talking about that type of change. Only ten institutions would fail their current 
capital requirements. 

None of them would go beTow 2 _ percehf capitalTTioweverT'And while ifs a very uncertain 
world we live in, the analysis that we've done has suggested that at least in the numbers that 
we're talking about today, the thrift industry is in a much better position to handle rate 
increases going forward. 

SEN. R1EGLE: I think that's an important response because I think it shows as well that in 
re-engineering, through FIRREA and then FDICIA, the arrangements that the general strategy 
is working. Now, if we get overtaken by, you know, events that were to drive interest rates 
above 200 basis points then we're into a different zone. But let's hope we're not going to deal 
with that. Chairman Greenspan, let me ask you one other question. This issue has obviously 
gotten a lot of attention here this morning. Are you satisfied with the way the Madison 
Guaranty issue has been handled by the RTC? 

MR. GREENSPAN: The oversight board has, as far as I'm concerned, had no relationship 
with the Madison issue because that is a special case which is handled by the RTC directly. 
And I must say, I have not followed it in any manner which would enable me to address the 
question in a useful manner for you. SEN. RIEGLE: Senator D'Amato? 

SEN. ALFONSE D'AMATO (R-NY): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hove, on August 10th, 1989, there was a letter written to Mr. John O'Donnell by a Ken 
K. Schenck (sp). He's a credit specialist. I don't know whether you've seen this letter in your 
reviews of this whole matter, but just let me read you the last paragraph. 

"In the process of our suit against Frost & Company, we will most certainly examine 
practices and procedures Madison Guaranty used in the day-to-day operations. We are 
making this information available in detail to Mr. Hubbell." Now listen to this sentence: "To 
believe that none of this information will make it back to his family is naive. I do not know 
whether or not any information upcoming will be damaging, however, I would like someone 
with a wider scope of authority to review the situation and possibly eliminate this conflict” 
Here's a credit specialist who's telling you what the real world is about He was there. 

Now, let me go on. In the report released by the FDIC — eight pages of what I think is the 
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most incredible whitewash of White Watergate that I've seen. This is incredible - incredible. 
And I've spoken to you just briefly before and I told you what I'm going to ask you. Page 
six, the bottom: "In addition, we have found no evidence that the firm had a close relationship 
with the S&L which might call into question its independence." 

I mean, I have to tell you, given the information that your people were reporting back to Mr. 
O'Donnell, FDIC S&L project area coordinator, August 10th, 1989, given this incredible - I'd 
say the FDIC makes an assertionThat the "Rose Law Firm did not maintain a close 
relationship with Madison Guaranty. That's incredulous in light of the fact that they had a 
monthly retainer with them for 1 3 months for several years earlier. I mean, how do you 
come to this conclusion? 

Now let me ask you one other thing. Is it true that no documents were reviewed as part of 
the FDIC's internal review which was conducted by your law department? Is that true? 


MR. HOVE: Let me respond to your question in the order that you gave them. You first 
talked about Mr. Hubbell and his relationship with the suit - with the Frost accounting firm. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Have you seen this memo? 

MR. HOVE: I have not seen that memo. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Let's have staff give a copy of this memo to Mr. Hove, please. 

MR. HOVE: Let me respond to that. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Would you like to look at that last paragraph and let me know whether or 
not your people, in conducting this review have seen this? It goes back to 1989. And the 
person who sends it says it would be naive to think that Mr. Hubbell would not pass this 
information on to his family. 

MR. HOVE: But let me respond by saying that even if he had the issue between Mr. Ward, 
who is Mr. Hubbell's father-in-law, and the Madison Guaranty had been already decided, 
and Mr. Ward had a judgment at that time against Madison. That case was on appeal, and 
therefore, any information that Mr. Hubbell could obtain, even if he would obtain it, and give 
it to his father-in-law would not be admissible, would not be in the appeal process, even if he 
had had the information to give to him. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Mr. Hove, did you ask you, did read page six, the bottom of your report? 
Because we don't have much time. So Fm going to — it says, "We find no evidence that the 
firm had a close relationship with the S&L." Do you really believe that to be die case? Do 
you really believe that a monthly retainer that Hillary Rodham Clinton had did not establish a 
close relationship? Are you really suggesting that there was none? 

MR. HOVE: Her relationship - 
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SEN. D' AMATO: Is that credible in light of what you know? MR. HOVE: Her relationship 
with Madison was on an issue that was in a state agency and not with the federal 
government. It was not with the FDIC. And our case was not against Madison. Our case 
was against the Frost Law Firm - or over the Frost accounting firm. 

In addition, we find no evidence that the firm had a close relationship with the S&L, which 
might call into question its independence. I mean, are you serious? I mean, that is a 
conclusion that was made. Let me tell you, it was made by your legal department 
Let's go into something else. As part of* last year's RTC Act, we have an inspector general 
that was created in the FDIC. Was the FDIC inspector general involved in this review? 

MR. FIECHTER: No, sir. The review was started at your request if you recall. I had 
indicated to you in my confirmation hearing that we were undergoing a review by our legal 
division as to what was the policy, the conflict policy that may be in effect between the Rose 
law firm and the FDIC in the lawsuit that Rose was doing for the FDIC against the Frost 
accounting firm. SEN. D' AMATO: Let me ask you this, bo you plan to ask the inspector 
general's office to analyze the procedures used by the FDIC legal staff in conducting this 
internal review and in essence to review this matter? 

MR. FIECHTER: I would do that if the committee requested that SEN. D' AMATO: Well, I'm 
requesting it, and I would suggest that you didn't need - you wouldn't need the committee to 
ask you to do this. I'd suggest to you that it's your job to do it I'd suggest to you that when 
you have such obvious areas of conflict in this report, when you're saying that there was no 
close relationship, when you're suggesting that Webb Hubbell would not and was not in the 
position to give any information to his father-in-law, that is incredulous. And if you don't 
have an inspector general looking to something like this, then what do you have him for? 

And what do you have? You have staff people who are going to make — who make this kind 
of determination? .. ,i 

Now, I have to tell you you will be doing yourself and the FDIC, I think, a great, great 
damage if you just think that you're going to let it rest on this eight pages of sophomoric, 
legalistic mumble jumble that doesn't hold water. And I've just looked at this report Fve seen 
some occasion to see it in the newspaper. This is the first time Fve had an opportunity to 
review it personally this morning, and ifs shockingly inept _ 

Now, question. Do you intend, not by way of this committee instructing you, to put this 
matter, and don't you think it's appropriate that it be submitted to the inspector general? Yes 
or no? 

MR FIECHTER Senator, we've been reviewing this to review our procedures, to review our 
procedures with conflicts, with conflicts not only with the Rose law firm but every law firm 
that we deal with. And our procedure is to deal not only with the actual conflicts but also to 
deal with the appearance of conflicts. And in this case had we done that, had we dealt with 
the appearance of conflicts, it is likely that die appearance would have been different - die 
conclusion may have been different But Senator, this has been several years ago. At that 
time we had many cases coming in to us as a result of the savings and loan failures, and the 
conflict, under die rules that we were dealing with at that time, did not present any conflict of 
interest from the Rose law firm suing the Frost accounting firm. 



923 


X 00 081 8 


SEN. D' AMATO: It's what we're doing today, today you're saying there may be a conflict 
back then because they didn't have clear rules spelled out. Today you're saying there may be a 
conflict back then because they didn't have clear rules spelled out. Now let me tell you 
whether it smells today ~ and it smelled then -- 1 don't want to get into this legalese that 
maybe - I want to know if you're going to ask the inspector general to review this matter. 
That's a question. 

MR. HOVE: I will do that if committeeTequests it. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Well, Mr. Chairman, I would at this point in time move that we ask that 
this matter be reviewed by the inspector general. Now this is not going to interfere with any 
federal prosecution that's taking place, but it's a question of ascertaining whether or not we're 
getting the facts. It's a question of whether or not legal counsel has analyzed all the 
documents. I don't know - I read in one news account that says that no documents were 
received as part of the FDrCs intemal reviewrTddn’t khow*whether that's true or not, but 
that's certainly something I intend to pursue. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Yeah, let me just respond to your question because the time is up and I want 
to stay within these time periods or we'll - we won't be able to move any at all here in an 
efficient way. 

Let me take your request under review. I'm not sure but what a request from a single senator 
may be sufficient to - in asking for an inspector general review. I don't know without sort of 
looking at our past practices and precedents, but let us research that question. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Let me thank you for the manner in which you've handled it, but I have to 
tell you something. I'm wondering why when I asked you a question, yes or no, would you 
undertake this — and Mr. Hove, before you answered, die fellow behind you with die glasses 
who has got a lot of hair I wish I had, you know, came up and told you what to say. Now, 
can I ask what is your tide and what is your responsibility? 

MR. : The acting general counsel. 

SEN. D' AMATO: You're the acting general counsel. Well, you know, sir, whether or not 
you're going to ask, it seems to me for this to be reviewed is a matter if you see that the 
propriety of this report, the integrity, the correctness of it can be substantiated. And it would 
seem to me that you'd want to do that. 

MR. HOVE: Well, let - 

SEN. D* AMATO: It would seem to me that without counsel coming to you and saying 
whether - you know, you can wriggle out by saying that the committee has to ask. And I 
appreciate the chairman's response, I really do. 

But I just want to make that observation, Mr. Hove. I find your response totally 
unacceptable. 
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MR. HOVE: Mr. Chairman? 

SEN. R1EGLE: We'll let — 1 want to move ahead to Senator Kerry, who is next, and if you 
want to make a response, certainly - 

MR. HOVE: Yes, I would like to, and first of all, all the documents, everything that we have 
discovered is available to the speci al co unsel, and we will make that available to the special 
counsel. I will commit to you that I wiTfask the inspector general to undertake an 
investigation. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Thank you. Thank you very much. And I think you have done the 
administration a service, yourself, the FDIC, and I applaud you for that. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

SEN. RJEGLE: Senator Keny? 

SEN. KERRY: Mr. Hove, you were originally appointed to your position by President Bush, 
weren't you? 

MR. : That's correct. 

SEN. KERRY: So you're a holdover from the Bush administration then. There's no special 
affiliation you have with President Clinton, is that correct? MR. : That's correct 

SEN. KERRY: I think ifs a fair issue always as to what the level of review is, as to any 
institution, if it takes place. And I've certainly shared a public expression of concern about 
what the inspector generals have done or not done. But I would like to see, if it's going to be 
done, as to Madison, I really want to see it done as to Columbia and as to some of the 
others. I just think we ought to cover die board here. 

Secondly, I want to point out the distinction here which we keep missing. And one of my 
colleagues earlier said if this were President Reagan who did this and it was Silverado and so 
forth, we'd be screaming. Those were sitting presidents who made sitting decisions regarding 
a policy at that moment in time that cost the taxpayers a lot of money. There is no sitting 
presidential decision here, there is no issue of presidential policy here. There is no issue of 
taxpayers being cost money by an action taken by the president of the United States at this 
time. This happened in 1982 and 1986, before they became president Now, an individual 
died and there's.an investigation into die death of that individual and what may or may not 
happened is a fair question with respect to the death. And that* s being investigated by the 
first special prosecutor of an opposing party that I can think of in my public memoiy in 
public office that's been appointed. That is the clear distinction here. And it is a very real 
distinction. No taxpayer money, no public issue of policy, no decision of a sitting president 
of the United States with respect to what this committee has oversight on and is here for 
today. 

The question is legitimate: what took place, were there relationships previously - these are 
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important as to all these banks. And it is fair for the special prosecutor to proceed on that, 
and it is even more important that this committee guarantee down the road that we investigtfe 
everything. I'm not sitting here saying something may not have taken place. In point of fact, 
there may be some indication that some folks outside of the White House may have some 
questions to answer. But there is no evidence whatsoever with respect to policy or taxpayer 
money or any decision made by the president of the United States that warrants this kind of 
inquiry. 


Now, let me ask you, if I may, Mr. Altman, and Mr. Secretary, perhaps you can share with 
me, because one of our concerns is not just Madison but a whole lot of other institutions. I 
think 42 percent of the total losses fall in Texas alone. And there's a serious question about 
professional liability with respect to those institutions. I'd like to know, to date, what is die 
total amount of money recovered to date from directors or officers of these institutions 
nationally? 


MR. ALTMAN(?): $640 million, senator. 

SEN. KERRY: Six hundred and forty million? 

MR. ALTMAN(?): From institutions — from institutions. 

SEN. KERRY: And that's recovered through liability cases. MR. ALTMAN(?): Those are 
criminally related recoveries. 

SEN. KERRY: What about civil? Is there any at this point? MR. ALTMAN(?): In addition to 
that figure I gave you, about $745 million from civil-related recoveries. 

SEN. KERRY: So we have in fact recovered to date a billion three, is that correct? Ifs not 
insignificant 

Can you break down where, that has taken place? It's my understanding 42 percent of the 
total cost of bailout was Texas. Is there a corresponding recovery rate or any kind of rate 
you could give us as to where the most money came from? 

MR. ALTMAN(?): I don't have information with me, senator, on state-by-state breakouts, and 
I don't know whether - 

SEN. KERRY: Would it be possible just to get that at some point in time? MR. ALTMAN: 
Well be happy to do our best to do so. 

SEN. KERRY: I think it would be good to have a sense of that It's my understanding that 
you were going to take a look at this question of sort of why die recovery rate may or mty 
not have been low. Have you been able to draw any conclusions as to that? I mean, one of 
the things I heard is that a lot of the attorneys who came on believing that they were going to 
be able to engage in recovery grew so frustrated at not being able to do so in the early years 
that they left I don't know if that's legitimate or if you've found other reasons, but could you 
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share with the committee what, if anything, you may have discovered with respect to the 
recovery process? 

MR. ALTMAN: As I said in my opening comments, the entire PLS area has been a troubled 
one, and there have been complaints from both ends of the spectrum about overzealousness 
and about inadequate pursuit. And we've had as GAO in its report noted a high degree of 
turnover and difficulty retaining — recruiting and retaining experienced attorneys because of 
the temporary nature of the ’KTCTXfter all, here we are with less than two years to go. 

SEN. KERRY: Currently that's true. What about in eighty — what about in the early stage - 
late — late ' 80 s? 

MR. ALTMAN: Well, of course, the RTC has always been intended to be a temporary 
agency, and I'd just refer you to the GAO report which concluded that that was a particular 
problem. And as I've mentioned, we've made aseries of efforts to strengthen that, the most 
important of which is to hire a very good and very strong general counsel. 

When we inherited responsibility for the RTC, despite its being such a large institution - as I 
said, larger than almost any private financial institution in the country — it didn't have a 
full-time general counsel. And that's a very important step we took. We've also got more 
PLS attorneys on board today than ever before in the history of the organization. So we're 
making every effort to try to fulfill all the responsibilities we have in this area. I don't think 
there's any way to know, senator - or if there is, I don't know — whether — or what 
percentage of recoveries that have been made compared to the potential that an ideal effort, a 
perfect effort would have obtained. I don't - I don't know the answer to that. 

SEN. KERRY: Okay. My time is up. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you much, Senator Kerry. 

Senator Bond is next. 

SEN. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND (R-MO): Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Altman, 
are there special measures taken when in the resolution of a failed thrift you find it to be 
affiliated with a high profile individual? Someone in government, for example? 

MR. ALTMAN: The procedures, Senator, which the RTC follows are intended to be identical 
in each case, and they certainly have been identical in the case discussed this morning. 

i 

SEN. BOND: After you discovered that the president of the United States's name might be 
mentioned in a criminal referral being made by your agency, did you take any steps to ensure 
that documents created in the case were protected and preserved? 

MR ALTMAN: When the possibility of a criminal referral was brought to me, I took one 
step, and that was to instruct all the relevant RTC personnel to handle any judgments about 
criminal referral in the same exact fashion that they would be handled in any other PLS 
matter, no deviation whatsoever. As far as documents are concerned, the same thing. 
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SEN. BOND: You instructed them to handle the documents in the same way? MR. 

ALTMAN: That's correct. 

SEN. BOND: Were there any instructions received by you or to, your knowledge, anyone in 
your agency from the Department of Justice, the White House or special counsel with respect 
to the retention of documents? ^ 

MR. ALTMAN: To the best of my knowledge, and I believe I know this, there were no 
requests or conversations with the White House whatsoever on that With regard to Justice 
and the special counsel, I'm advised there have been conversations, the essence of which is 
that each party reminding the other not to take steps or release information which could 
jeopardize either party's investigation. 

SEN. BOND: Given the facts I sei out in my openingltalernent, we are concerned about 
whether all the documents are there, can you assure the committee that no one has issued any 
instructions to you or your agency to retrieve, relocate, destroy or tamper with any documents 
dealing with Madison, its affiliated enterprises, directors, owners or business partners? 

MR. ALTMAN: I have no knowledge whatsoever of any such effort. SEN. BOND: Has 
anyone in your agency, specifically the Department of Records Management, indicated to you 
there are any missing documents? Or has anybody discovered any files missing or 
unaccounted for? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. BOND: You are absolutely sure that - 

MR. ALTMAN: No, your question was: Has anybody indicated to me. SEN. BOND: All 
right 

MR. ALTMAN: The answer is no. 

SEN. BOND: Would you inquire of your records management agency whether they have 
either. A, been given instructions about the handling of documents from somebody outside or 
if they have found any evidence of missing documents or find that there are documents 
apparently missing? If you would inquire of that and advise us if you do find that there is 
such information? 

SEN. RIEGLE: I think die stenographer should note that he's nodding in the affirmative. 

MR. HOVE: Yes. 

SEN. BOND: Finally, will die RTC release copies of the initial September 1992 referral to 
the Department of Justice and copies of the second referral on October *93? 

. I 



928 


X000823 


MR. HOVE: Senator, we're not in a position to release any documents that could have a 
negative impact on the investigation. I don't think you would want us to do that. And 
documents of that type that you're talking about fall into that category. 

SEN. BOND: Allegations were made by Susan McDougal that many of the Whitewater files 
were actually delivered to Mrs. Clinton in 1987. What steps have been taken by your agency 
to recover those files or to ascertain where those files might exist? 

MR. HOVE: I have no knowledge of that matter. 

SEN. BOND: Have you heard of the allegation? 

MR. HOVE: Actually, no. 

SEN. BOND: Mr. Altman, “I know there's many" aspects to it~I was just reading one of the 
stories appearing in Commentary which referred to those allegations. We don't know if they 
are true or not, but I would suggest that someone should make inquiry to ascertain whether 
there is any truth to the allegations and if so, to take appropriate steps to recover such 
documents. Finally, where are the documents being kept, and have they been thoroughly 
catalogued? 

MR. ALTMAN (?): Well, I can assure you that all proper procedures relative to safeguarding 
of documents are being followed. We also have a responsibility in regard to any case to 
obtain all the necessary materials for purposes of making a litigation decision. 

So any documents that the legal staff at the RTC believes would pertain — would help it 
reach a conclusion on a litigation decision, in this or any other matter, it makes a maximum 
effort to obtain. 

SEN. BOND: But that - you have no knowledge of the specific question I asked about the 
records potentially in the possession of Mrs. Clinton? MR. HOVE (?): None whatsoever. 

SEN. BOND: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer? 

SEN. BARBARA BOXER (D-CA): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to pick up on where 
Senator D' Amato left off with Mr. Howe. 

Mr. Howe, as a>Bush appointee, you were familiar, obviously, with die laws in those days 
regarding conflicts of interest, and you said that at that time there had to be a direct conflict 
of interest. And the appearance of a conflict of interest now is considered important, but at 
that time, that's not the way things were done. Is that correct? 

MR. HOWE: That is correct. Senator. 

SEN. BOXER: So the law was strengthened, and now you have to look at the appearance of a 
conflict of interest 
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MR. HOWE: It's not a law, it's a procedure that we have at the FDIC. SEN. BOXER: All 
right. 

MR. HOWE: And at that time, we were looking only at the conflict of interest. Now we look 
not only at the conflict but also at the appearance of any conflict SEN. BOXER: Right. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very important point And what I would like to suggest 
is this; my colleague. Senator D' Amato, is very interested in this one particular S&L, which 
as I understand it, on the lisTof 'failures is the 194th largest in the country. I'm also interested 
in seeing if there were conflicts when lawyers were hired in some of the bigger closures. For 
example, there were, as I underhand it, 14 S&L failures that cost the taxpayers more than one 
billion [dollars] each. Of these mega failures, six were located in Texas, two in California, 
two in Arizona, one in New Jersey, one New York, one Florida and one Pennsylvania. And I 
would like to ask you - and since I think the chairman said a senator can make a request - 
that in these mega failures, these six, I would like you to go back and take a look at the law 
firms that we used at that time to see if there were conflicts of interest and have a — and at 
the same time that you issue this to Senator D' Amato, I would very much appreciate knowing 
that because I do have a big concern about the scams that were going on at that time. 

MR. HOWE: Senator, many of these cases probably were the RTC cases and not the FDIC. 
The reason that we had this case was that we inherited the FSLIC cases in late 1988 or early 
1989. This one came to us at a window of time prior to RTCs being created. So I think that 
your request might better be directed toward the RTC. 

SEN. BOXER: Well then I will make that request to the RTC and ask that we have that 
report. Would I make that to Mr. Altman or Secretary Bentsen? Mr. Chairman, who do you 
think would be the appropriate party? 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, they both are hearing it, so — 

SEN. BOXER All right Well, I will assume that will be done because, as I say, what I find 
most incredible is that there's this outrage directed at one particular situation, and ifs so 
obvious why. You know, Mr. Chairman, I just want to say this, if I might ~ I'll get back. I 
just have to say this, if I might We all bring our experiences to the table, to our committees, 
to our work. And as I sat through this, I had the sense that this reminded me of something, 
the dynamics here, and it comes back to my being a mother and my experience in raising two 
kids, and when they wanted something, they made a pretty strong case. 

And if they really wanted something, they stamped their feet And if I gave them what they 
wanted, I expected them to be happy because I acceded to their request And if they kept on 
stamping their feet. I'd tell them, "You're unreasonable." And if they kept it up. I'd take 
further action. But I think what I see going on here is that there was a demand for die best 
and most impartial person to look at a situation that obviously had a lot of political overtones, 
and in an attempt to handle it fairly, that request was granted, and we don't know the end 
result. 

But what I see happening here, Mr. Chairman, is that people are still stamping their feet as if 
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nothing's been done. Something very important has been done. A lease has been taken on 
offices for something like four years. Eight attorneys are looking at this whole situation. 

Every question that's been asked by my colleagues is being looked at, not by a Democratic 
prosecutor, as Senator Kerry has pointed out, but by a Republican prosecutor, and someone 
who I believe has the faith of the American people, if not some of the senators here today, 
who seem to want to interfere in that investigation. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer, I 'might just say, you may or may not have seen this in this 
morning's Washington Post, but there have been 25 FBI agents assigned to work with the 
special counsel, in addition to that legal staff that you cite. 

SEN. BOXER: Yes. And, Mr. Chairman, I have to say that gives me great comfort. As much 
as I respect my colleagues' skill at questioning and badgering, I'd rather have this matter 
handled by someone who is so well -respected, cannot be accused of partisanship, as my 
colleagues on the Republican side here could bForTcouId beor Senator Kerry could be. 

So let's stop stamping our feet, and let's say this is good, that this investigation is going 
forward. And I really do have faith that we will find out what the problems were. And we 
don’t know where it all will lead, but I don't think that turning this hearing into a browbeating 
of witnesses here does any good here at all. 

I have some written questions I would like to submit, but I would have to say overall I am 
pleased with the report that we're getting. It seems to me we're moving along, perhaps, 
hopefully, under budget, moving forward with women and minorities and the things that many 
of us care about, and going after these crooks. Thank you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Do you want to say something? Otherwise I’m going here. MR. ALTMAN 
(?): No, no. I just wanted to note to Senator Boxer that we would respond to that question 
that you earlier asked. 

SEN. BOXER: Thank you. I really look forward to seeing that for those six institutions. 
Thank you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you. 

Senator Bennett. 

SEC. BENTSEN: Mr. Chairman, if I might — 

SEN. RIEGLE: Uh, excuse me. , . i 

SEC. BENTSEN: (Off mike) — my responsibilities as secretary of the treasury to deal in 
oversight, and I'm specifically precluded from intervening in individual cases. That's the 
responsibility of the RTC. 

SEN. BOXER: But the RTC will do that. Thank you. 


SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Bennett. 
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SEN. ROBERT F. BENNETT (R-UT): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with Senator 
Boxer: we all bring our personal experiences to this. I will try to stop stamping my feet. 
(Laughter.) I think that's an appropriate response, but ~ 

SEN. BOXER: You've just been tapping your toe. (Laughter.) 

SEN. BENNETT: 1 I've just been tapping my toe. I must, however, out of my own experience 
share with you the number'd! times" that '1 asa loyal Republican went to the White House in 
the Nixon administration and kept saying "You have got to get this out. You have got to find 
out who is behind this and tell the truth." And I kept getting told "This is a third-rate burglary 
that nobody cares about.” I'm sure on a list of breaking and entering - (laughs) - this would 
have — the Watergate breaking and entering would have been considered very, very minor. 
And people kept saying to me, "No, no, it'll all blow over." Well, it was members of your 
party. Senator Boxer, who kept stamping their feet and kep^the thing up. A special 
prosecutor was appointed wHoin my recollection was TDFmocrat. I think Mr. Cox did not 
have very good Republican credentials when he was appointed to that circumstance. 

SEN. KERRY: He was a Republican. One of the good ones from Massachusetts, but he was 
a' Republican. (Laughter.) 

SEN. BENNETT: He was a Republican? Well, I knew his law partner. He was a Democrat. 
We need not beat this further, but I do hope everybody understands that when there is an 
allegation of wrong-doing the smartest thing any politician can do is get all the facts out on 
the table. I've tried to do that. When I've been accused of making mistakes, Fve discovered 
that the very best thing you can do politically is not try to cover it up, and that's the only 
advice I give my friends in this circumstance, having lived through the Watergate thing on the 
other side of it 

SEN. KERRY (?): Can I just take 30 seconds to say to my colleague that's exactly what we 
did. Senator Moynihan, national television. Senator Bradley, Senator Bob Kerrey, myself and 
others said appoint a special prosecutor, and indeed, the White House turned around and did it 
while the president was in Europe. 

, i 

SEN. BENNETT: I understand all that, but I also understand .that the stamping of the feet that 
went on prior to that probably had something to do with that decision. I don't think it was 
entirely sound public policy on the minds of the people on the other side. 

Let's get back to fhe RTC if I can. I do want you to refer carefully to the article that I put in 
my opening statement You've talked a great deal about minorities and women, and I yield to 
no one in my desire to see to it that there is fairness done. 

The allegations that were made by the gentleman from Denver, however, is that there is 
serious reverse discrimination going on in the RTC, and that anyone who does not fall in that 
category cannot get a job and cannot get a promotion. And if that is true, that is something I 
think you should pay attention to. So I would ask you to review that 
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Now, make reference to continuing saJes, and again, this is a personal circumstance. I’ve had 
a number of people come to me in Utah and say here is a marvelous investment opportunity 
to pick up at fire sale prices properties that can be enormously valuable. I have decided 
finally to divorce myself from having to make any investment decisions, and I put all of my 
assets in a managed trust and trust the trustees of that trust to make those kinds of decisions. 
But I said to them I cannot personally invest in this because I sit on the Banking Committee 
and it's involved in oversight of the RTC and these are RTC properties. 


But I did, prior to creating the managed trust for my assets, go through the process of looking 
at them, and as a businessman, I can say you really are moving them very rapidly because it 
struck me that some of the prices were indeed unduly low and that the RTC could in fact 
have gotten a better price almost as quickly if not just as quickly as they were getting for 
some of these properties. Do you have a sense on that issue? I'm not accusing you of 
anything, I simply want you to talk about it. 


MR. ALTMAN. Well, first of all. Senator, we have a statutory responsibility to maximize 
recovery for the taxpayer, so we must pursue sale techniques which respond to that goal. 
Second, all RTC assets, for practical purposes, are sold at auction, auction of one kind or 
another. So rather by definition, the market - the price which the market establishes on that 
day is the price. It's always possible to look back on any transaction and say you should have 
done it later or you should have done it earlier, but fundamentally all of our sales are on an 
auction-style basis. I think the only other point I would make is that we're now in — we now 
— our inventory today is of the harder- to-sell variety as we're getting down toward the end. 

So our recovery rates, as I mentioned in my statement, are lower. I think last year we 
recovered at a rate of 76 percent of book value, and this year it'll be in the mid sixties. The 
character — 

SEN. BENNETT: Let me just go back to your earlier statement. I understand what you're 
saying here, and I don't want to be argumentative about it. One instance, we were told - or I 
was told that while it was technically an auction, the RTC had determined the price and that, 
if I would simply submit a bid for this price, I would be guaranteed to get it, that the RTC 
would not entertain any other requests. And I turned it down, as I say, for the reasons I've 
described, although I'll say to my colleagues, the ethics committee told me I need not have 
done that. I could have made the investment. I decided to avoid the stamping of feet later on 
in some future campaign in Utah. I would not run the risk. But it was my understanding that 
the people who did ultimately pick up the property did it for the price that we were told was 
the price. And we were told, "Yes, this is technically an auction; there will be a sealed bid, 
but this is the sealed bid we want and if you submit it at that price we can guarantee that you 
will get it." 

MR. ALTMAN: I'd like to make points. The first is — that's not how it's supposed to work, 
and if it worked that way — just taking your comments in their entirety ^ it should not have. 
Second, the RTC does reserve the right to reject bids and to establish in effect reserve prices 
or floors. So, it isn't the case - it isn't always the case that whatever the high bid is it's 
accepted. But, there should never be an auction where any such indication, any such 
knowledge is provided beforehand; if it was, it was a mistake and shouldn't have happened. 


933 


X000828 

SEN. BENNETT: I'll just assume that it was a mistake in a particular cucfcinsmnce, and I'm 
grateful to you for your response. 

SEN. R1EGLE: Well, and perhaps a look could be taken at what may hav< been going on 
there, because that's not — you know, let's not have it happen again. Senai r Sarbanes was not 
given a chance, was not here in the sequence to give an opening statemen and has asked to 
do so and I'm going to acknowledge that as I do with everyone. And then after he's done 
that, we'll start his time clock on qiTestiohs.' S en ato r Sarbanes. 

SEN. PAUL SARBANES (D-MD): Mr. Chairman, I'll be brief. I don't want to impose on my 
colleagues, but I can't forego the opportunity with Chairman Greenspan here before us not to 
talk about interest rates just briefly, since I think they're so essentially involved with where 
the economy may be going. And I just want to - I want to make a statement about that. 

I've met with the chairman from time to time, both privately and of course in public sessions, 
and I've raised with him the concern that a hike - in short^ermTates would raise long-term 
rates. The chairman's position has been, as I understand it, that when short-term rates go up 
long-term rates would initially rise but that within a few weeks or so thqp would settle back 
down to a level near where they had been when short-term rates were raised. We then 
contacted the Fed for the analysis that in effect was the underpinning for this statement. 

We've had difficulty getting that analysis, but it's finally been forthcoming. And as the Fed 
says, and I quote, the Fed staff, "As you have noted, short- and long-term rates do tend to 
move together." They then go on to make a rather subtle argument that to the extent that the 
Fed is ahead of the curve the response of long-term rates is less than when the Fed is moving 
too little too late, in responding to a build-up of inflationary pressure. So in a sense, they're 
shifting, as I understand it, the position that was asserted to me by the chairman. 

On the morning of February 4th when the Federal Open Market Committee raised the Fed 
fund rates from 3 to 3-1/4 percent, the 30- year bond rate stood at 6.30 percent - 6.30. Since 
that time, long- term rates have risen steadily. As of the close of business yesterday, the 
30-year bond rate was 6.63 percent Thus, since Fed funds were raised, long-term rates have 
risen by 33 basis points; in other words, more than the 2 3 -basis-point increase in short-term 
rates. Now last summer at a hearing with Henry Kauffman (sp) and Paul Samuelson (sp), 
copies of which testimony were sent to the Fed and with a request that it be distributed to 
members of the Open Market Committee — Henry Kauffman (sp) argued that raising 
short-term rates could lead to higher long-term rates; in other words, the contrary of this 
position that was asserted that if you take up short-term rates, you can bring down long-term 
rates. And I quote Kauffman (sp). "I also take issue with the assertion that a small increase 
in the Fed fund jate this summer would be welcome by the financial markets and would 
accordingly lead to a decline in bond yields. Perhaps. But equally likely is that the bond 
market would interpret such a rise in the federal funds rate as the first of a number of future 
increases, and market participants might easily react by pushing bond yields higher. Under 
that scenario, the rise in the federal funds rate could magnify inflationary expectations, 
precipitating a sell-off of bonds." 

Now just today, Hobart Rowen, one of our nation's most perceptive economic commentators, 
has an article in the Washington Post headed, "The Fed Meddles,” and I just want to quote 
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from it briefly. "As it has many times in the past, the Federal Reserve Board is taking the 
country down the wrong road by raising interest rates. It has violated the dictum, 'If it ain't 
broke, don't flx it,' and as a consequence, the smooth recovery from recession that has cheered 
business and consumers over the past year is being threatened. "Fed Chairman Alan 
Greenspan told the Joint Economic Committee in widely analyzed testimony January 31 that 
the central bank, which had allowed interest rates to fall to record lows, would not change 
policy to slow economic growth. But four days later, on February 4th, the Fed raised 
short-term interest rates by one-'quaher of a point in a, quote' 'preemptive strike,' unquote, 
against future inflation. To make sure there was no doubt in the markets that the Fed had 
decided to interrupt the easy money pattern, Greenspan publicly announced the move. 

"In new testimony this week, Greenspan failed to justify the Fed's action. He admitted that 
there was no discernible inflation, that wages are not moving up, that there is virtually no fear 
the economy is growing fast enough to make overheating a danger.” 

Now, the whole problem here - and I — this is to close this statement, and then I have just a 
couple of questions to put to Mr. Altman. I won't take anywhere near my question time 
because I — is all — it's all encapsulated in this — in this cartoon, which shows this truck 
moving down the road. It says "Economy". And the economy has been moving down the 
road, and we all want to see that The driver here has got his hands up to his head in horror. 
He's slamming on the brakes. As you can see, "Brake. Screech," bringing this truck labeled 
"The Economy" to a halt And the reason he's doing it is because out here in the middle of 
the street is a man labelled "Greenspan". (Laughter.) And he's bending over here. He's out in 
the middle of the road out in front of the truck, obviously forcing it to come to a screeching 
halt He's bending over to pick up these papers here that say "Interest Rates.” And he's 
saying, "Let's see, we'll just pick these up." 

Now — 

MR. GREENSPAN: You know, senator,^! pulled a muscle in my back and I now just realize 
how I did it. (Laughter.) 

SEN. SARBANES: Well, I'm glad we found the explanation for it, Mr. Chairman. SEN. 

KERRY: You know, Mr. Chairman, if you say something really interesting now about interest 
rates you could functionally terminate this hearing and relieve us all. (Laughter.) 

SEN. SARBANES: Mr. Chairman, I know that's not the focus of today's hearings, but I think 
this matter is of such importance. The Fed, of course, is urging the Congress to stay the 
course on fiscal policy. I happen to agree with that I think we ought to stay within the 
constraints of the agreement that was reached last year, and I expect that we will. But by the 
same token, ifs my own view that the Fed should have stayed the course on monetary policy, 
certainly until we had greater assurances that real growth was taking place in some lasting 
and permanent way and some evidence that one can look to that indicates that we're 
beginning to get some kind of inflationaiy problem. Now, Mr. Altman, I just want to put a 
couple of questions to you. Earlier you were questioned by one of my colleagues on the other 
side who went through a list of - (laughs) - sort of "Have you stopped beating your wife* 
type questions, I thought. And so let me try to turn it around and get — I want to be sure. 
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Do I understand that the cases to which they're making such reference were handled in the 
same way that all other cases were handled - in other words, according to regular 
procedures? 

MR. ALTMAN: Senator, the instructions that I gave were that all procedures, normal 
procedures should be followed in this matter without any deviation. SEN. SARBANES: And 
to your knowledge, that's — I mea n, to the bes t of your knowledge that’s the case. Is that 
correct? 

MR. ALTMAN: Yes. 

SEN. SARBANES: Mr. - 

MR. ALTMAN: Of course, I'm commenting as to the handling of the case under my 
responsibility. I'm not making a comment about’ m attersthaf fhave no knowledge of of three 
or four years ago. 

SEN. SARBANES: Oh, I understand that, but as I understood the questions that were put to 
you, it was with respect to your own responsibilities. I don't how you could be expected to 
assume the responsibilities of others, so to speak. Mr. Chairman, I just have one comment 
about the constant reference here to Madison and Whitewater and so forth. And that is that, 
you know, an independent counsel has now been selected. I read the transcript of his press 
conference with the Attorney General when it was announced. Actually, as I understand it, or 
as he said, he defined the scope of the investigation. In fact, he says, "I'm totally satisfied 
that I will have the independence and complete authority to do this job right" 

And then the resolution by which his jurisdiction is defined, this is Robert Fiske now I'm 
talking about; "This resolution has been deliberately drafted broadly. It was drafted by me to 
give me the total authority to look into all appropriate matters relating to the events that bring 
us ail here today." And he then goes on to specify that. 

Now, of course, I think Fiske is regarded highly. In fact. Senator D'Amato called him "a man 
of unflinching and uncompromising integrity. He's the kind of person who will bring out the 
truth for the American people so there will be no question as to the thoroughness and 
objectivity of this investigation.” I don't differ with that evaluation, I say to my distinguished 
colleague from New York, from what I know about Mr. Fiske and what's been told to me 
about him. So I think that's an accurate evaluation of him. Now, the other point I want to 
address is, he was asked in that conference, "Do you think that a congressional hearing of any 
kind at this point might hamper your investigation?" This was a question put to Fiske by a — 
at that press conference when he assumed his responsibilities. And this was his response, and 
I quote him — this is now Robert Fiske I'm quoting, the independent counsel: "I think the 
history of these situations is that it is difficult to conduct this kind of investigation at the 
same time a congressional investigation is going on. The decision whether to have such an 
investigation obviously is not mine, but I think just looking back at the past, we can all see 
that that is not an easy relationship." End of quote. 

And I just wanted to put that on the record, because I think it's very important to understand 
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that, you know, an independent counsel now has been selected. The independent counsel has 
been given a grant of authority — actually, according to his own testimony, he defined, in 
effect, the grant of authority. I haven't quoted it, but the attorney general is very clear here in 
her statements that he has a full scope to proceed as he deems necessary and to call upon any 
resources that he thinks are advisable. And it seems to me that, you know, we've put the 
matter where it ought to be put. 


fee* 

m •• 

few 


Now, there was some delay in getting to~that point. I understand that. But that’s the point we 
are at now, and it seems to me that that is — ought to be reassuring to the American people 
that this matter will be looked into thoroughly and comprehensively and that Mr. Fiske and 
his associates •• and he's now in the process of putting together, I understand, a rather large 
and first-rate staff — will get to the bottom of this matter. And I think it's very important that 
that be put on the record. 

I thank the chairman. 



SEN. R1EGLE: Thank you. Senator Sarbanes. 

I made reference earlier — I'd just take one moment before calling on Senator Faircloth. I 
made reference earlier to the actual legal charter of independent Special Counsel Fiske which 
is published in the Federal Register on Friday, February 4th, and I've read it. And it's really 
quite a — I just hold it up here, and we'll put it in the record so that it's there in the context of 
this discussion. But this is about as broad and as firm a legal mandate as anyone could have. 
And I notice here that under the Department of Justice the action to accord him that kind of 
operating latitude was in the form of a final rule. So this locks . it in. I mean, this independent 
counsel, I think highly regarded across this board — from Senator D'Amato's comments to 
others that have been made by other people who know him well - has the authority to go 
anywhere he thinks it necessary to go. And I again make reference to that article today in 
The Washington Post, because he’s obviously setting up subsidiary investigative efforts, where 
he's putting together teams to go down each and every issue so that there are no questions left 
at the end of his work. In any event, I urge my colleagues to take a look at this, because I 
think it is instructive. Senator Faircloth. 


SEN. LAUCH FAIRCLOTH (R-NC): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to thank you 
for the manner in which you've conducted the hearing. It hasn't been easy. I had one or two 
quick one-liners, and then I had some questions. (Laughter.) One of them is in sympathy with 
Mr. Altman. I bought and sold many a piece of land in my life. I never bought one that 
somebody didn't tell me I paid way too much for it, and I've never sold one that somebody 
didn't come immediately and tell me I should have gotten a lot more. But I survived. MR. 


ALTMAN: You probably did very well. 


SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Chairman Greenspan, I think - two things. If we get nothing else out of 
all of this conversation, I believe it will demonstrate to the American people, and maybe to 
the Congress as a whole, that we need to keep the Federal Reserve, the Comptroller of the 
Currency, the Office of Thrift Supervision and the FDIC as separate entities, and it's well 
spent money to have them separate by the taxpayers' money to keep it as it is and not be 
consolidating it into a political position. I hope that's it. As Senator Sarbanes mentioned on 
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your increase in interest rates and inflation, I have observed over the years that inflation is 
somewhat like Alzheimer's disease; you've had it three or four years before you find out you 
really have it. And inflation moves before we - it goes underground a long time. So I think 
you're absolutely right in increasing rates in anticipation of what might happen. I have found 
that inflation — a recession will scare you - in business, a recession will scare you to death, 
but inflation will kill you. And I have a question for Mr. Hove. 

Mr. Hove, it's my understanding thaTWebster Hubbell, in his current position as associate 
attorney general, and in his words, "chief operating officer" at the Justice Department, has 
formally recused himself from matters regarding Madison Guaranty. Would you agree with 
me that it would be improper for Mr. Hubbell to seek to involve himself in the FDIC 
investigation beyond what he was asked by the Legal Division? 

And if you will — since that light is looking at me — I'd like yes or no answers, if you would. 

MR. HOVE: I think the issue of Mr. Hubbell recusing hlmielf Is an issue that Mr. Hubbell 
has to deal with. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Fine. Have you had any communication with Webster Hubbell 
concerning the Legal Division’s report? 

MR. HOVE: I have not. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Are you aware of any communication between Webster Hubbell and an 
FDIC official in the general counsel's office regarding Mr. Hubbell's role in the Legal 
Division's then-pending investigation and report? MR. HOVE: Yes, sir. Legal Division has 
had conversations with Mr. Hubbell. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Are you aware of any 
communication between an official in the general counsel's office in Washington and the 
FDIC official in the Kansas City, Missouri field office regarding Webster Hubbell's role in the 
then-pending investigation and report? 

MR HOVE: No, I'm not aware of that 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Would you be willing to let the general counsel's office release their 
telephone records for the week of January the 24th through January the 31st? 

MR. HOVE: Senator, we're willing to release any non-confidential information that would be 
generally available to the public. As you might know, many of these things would be privacy 
concerns and we would be concerned about releasing those without redacting some. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So you would not release them? 

MR HOVE: No, sir, we will release them, we will release any non-confidential — 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right, thafs - who decides whether ifs. confidential or not? 

MR HOVE: Well, does it include — does it deal with privacy of the individual. SEN. 
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FAIRCLOTH: Well yes it does, but we need - yeah, sure it does. That's what we want them 
for. (Laughter.) Will you? 

MR. HOVE: Well release anything that is publicly available, yes, sir. SEN. FAIRCLOTH: 
Well, it's not publicly available or we wouldn't be asking for it to be released. If it were in 
the want ad section. I'd have gone there to get it 

MR. HOVE: Yeah, we have log of everyone that we've contacted, everyone weVe talked to 
on the phone, and well release that. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right Okay, that's what we need. 

I see in the Wall Street Journal and the Chicago Tribune, and it's generally out, that you 
found no conflict of interest between Ms. Clinton and her work in the Dan Lassiter (sp) and 
First American Savings and Loan, that you find her completely innocent 


MR. HOVE: Senator, let me talk about that issue because that was not an FDIC issue, and 
that was not an investigation or a review that the FDIC has done. That was an issue that 
happened before FDIC ever became involved. That was an issue between the old FSUC ~ 
the old Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation and the failed savings and loan. First 
American in Illinois. They had filed the suit against Lassiter (sp). They had settled that suit 
before FDIC ever became involved in that It was an issue that had happened way before 
FDIC ever became involved in it 
We have not reviewed that We have looked at - 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: May I ask one quick question? 

MR. HOVE: Yes. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Who settled it? Ms. Clinton and Foster? Is that - it was settled - you 
say it was settled. It was settled by Ms. Clinton and Foster. MR HOVE: I'm not sure that it 
was settled by Mrs. Clinton. Mrs. Clinton's involvement was to sign an amended complaint 
for Mr. Foster that amended the complaint from the savings and loan against Lassiter (sp). 
That was her only involvement in that case. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right, go ahead. I'm sorry, I interrupted you. MR HOVE: That case 
was settled over six years ago by the conservator. The conservator for that savings and loan 
had hired a law firm in Chicago. The law firm in Chicago subcontracted die Rose law firm 
to work on this.case for them as the conservator. The lawsuit was settled before we ever got 
it, and normally these facts would not trigger an investigation for us, but because of die 
increasing public interest — and if you choose, we will conduct an IG investigation to 
determine that - but again, the records are scattered all over because it's the old FSUC 
records and they were not compiled in any one location. So ifs a very difficult issue. It — 
there's no single repository of these records. And we'd be willing to assist your staff in 
locating any of these records that may be available and to make some determination as to 
what the involvement was. 
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SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So this clearing of Ms. Clinton in any involvement with the American 
Savings and Loan and Dan Lassiter (sp) was done by the FDIC ( it was done by the ~ 

MR. HOVE: We have not cleared it. The only contact we've had on the First American 
Savings and Loan and the Lassiter (sp) case was a press contact that came as a result of an 
article that appeared first in the Chicago Tribune, and we responded to that saying exactly 
what I've told you, that this was not an FDIC issue, that it was in fact a FSLIC issue that 
occurred before FDIC ever became" involved" in any FSLIC issue. 

The issue was settled, the settlement was made before FDIC ever became involved in this 
issue. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right, so — but the — would the statute run on it, could it be opened 
by the special counsel? 

MR. : I haven't any idea. That's a "question 1 guess I'd have to ask my attorney. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Ask him. 

MR. : (Confers.) I don't know. 

MR. : I have no idea either. 

MR. : We don't have enough records at this stage to know ~ SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Thank 
you. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Although I'll repeat again, and you'll read it from this Federal Registry (sic): 
"The independent special counsel has two authorities. One authority is for criminal 
prosecutions. The other authority is to proceed with civil actions.” 

Now, the civil authority doesn't relieve any other regulatory body of whatever civil action 
they might appropriately take. But the point is, the special counsel has the specific grant of 
authority to proceed down both tracks. And it’s laid out four different times in this charter of 
responsibility, and it's a very important point 

SEN. D' AMATO: Will the chairman yield? Just on that point, because to be quite candid 
with you, until die chairman read the grant of authority, I was given to believe that the 
special counsel would confine himself to the criminal side. Tm not suggesting to you that the 
grant may not give him broader powers. I would think it would behoove us, and Tm not 
attempting to get the exact language determined now, but if we could not, send a letter from 
this committee and ascertain, indeed, will he undertake the review of various civil matters, 
such as the one brought up as it relates to this last matter that Senator Faircloth brought up, 
and there are some others. I think that would at least set the record straight and we might 
want to put that to him and, again, have our counsel work together to put forth the 
appropriate question. But I think we should determine, indeed, is that the case. 

Secondly, I make a quick point, and I beg the indulgence of my colleagues, by stating, I think 
that if you notice, at least where I have been attempting to take this, and I think some of my 
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colleagues, we're attempting to ascertain what if anything did the RTC, did the FDIC, do in 
connection with these matters. That is not at variance with the charge of the special counsel. 
We are not, in attempting to find out what was done and what wasn't done, in any way 
disturbing his investigation. I think we have an absolute right to know what was done. We 
have an absolute right to know the appropriateness of the action, so — 

SEN. BOXER: Can I have a poi nt of procedure ? Whose time are we on? I just was - I've 
lost track. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Well, Fm going to do it one way or the other. 

SEN. BOXER: Well, I don't have any objection to your doing it Tm just confused. Is this 
Mr. Faircloth's time that you're on? Or is this added time, so we can all get added time? 

SEN. D'AMATO: I asked the chairmah if he wouTdlndulge me so I could - 

SEN. RIEGLE: He asked the indulgence of the chair and I'm going to let him finish his point 

SEN. BOXER: Okay, fine. 

SEN. RIEGLE: And then well move to the next person here. 

SEN. BOXER: I was just checking. 

SEN. D'AMATO: So, again, this is not an attempt to do anything other than to see what has 
been done to date by those various agencies that have the collective and the individual 
responsibility to deal with these matters. That’s one. And secondly, it would seem to me that 
it might clarify the issue - certainly I was led to believe, and maybe incorrectly so, that the 
special counsel was not going to look into civil matters. I think it's important for us to 
ascertain that 

And so I put dud to the chairman that possibly we review that matter. Fm not looking for an 
answer at this time — 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, Pm going to just - Ym going to take a minute and just read it into die 
record because I don't want it to be - 


SEN. D'AMATO: No 


SEN. RIEGLE: I know, but ifs important, and the words are on paper, and this is die official 
charter. And Tm going to read from page 5221 of the Federal Registry of February the 4th of 
this year, and Fm going to just read three or four different lines here that appear in different 
places, and here's the first one: "The attorney general has appointed this independent counsel 
to investigate whether any individuals or entities have committed a violation of any federal 
law or civil law.” And then it goes on in that vein. And then over on the next page it says 
again ”... have committed a violation of any federal criminal or civil law relating to ..." And 
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then again it says ”... any violation of any federal law or civil law.” And it says it one more 
time further on down the line here. 

So it's clear — my interpretation of this is that this does not relieve any regulatory body of 
any proper actionable efforts that it should properly undertake and determine to underUdce, but 
it says that the special counsel clearly has the authority to move down both tracks if in his 
judgment he should find that that is warranted. And it's a very important fact 

SEN. DOMENICI: Mr. Chairman - 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Domenici, let me just say the time - we're at the point now where 
either you or Senator Gramm will get to ask questions, and you - you're both here, and I 
don't know if either of you have a - one will follow the other, but will either of you have a 
time problem as to who goes first? 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I just wanted to ask you with - on that question on your charter 
interpretation there, or reading ~ 

SEN. RIEGLE: It's not an interpretation, it's what — it's the final rule that was laid down on 
the — 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, what is - what is the special prosecutor supposed to do if he finds 
civil law violations? 

SEN. RIEGLE: He has the full legal empowerment to take whatever actions he deems 
necessary — and all the investigative and prosecutorial authority .to do so. I mean, this is an 
absolute charter. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well - well — thank you very much for that. 

SEN. RIEGLE: You can take a look at it 

SEN. DOMENICI: Senator Gramm, I have a little bit of time, although Fm late for some 
events. But if you want to go. 111 let you go and 111 follow. It - Will there be another one 
from the other side that has not inquired yet? 

SEN. RIEGLE: No. You are the last two that have a chance to question, so — 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, go ahead. Could you keep it brief, senator? Short? 

SEN. RIEGLE: - and then well go back and forth, senator. SEN. : No. 

SEN. DOMENICI: No? (Laughter.) 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Gramm. 
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SEN. PHIL GRAMM (R-TX): You want to go ahead? 

SEN. DOMENICI: No, you go. You got the time clock right there. 

SEN. GRAMM: Let me begin. I've just got a simple question that I want to ask of most of 
the members of the panel, and let me just read it. Mr. Altman, I want to ask you first Have 
you or any member of your staff had any communication with the president, the first lady, or 
any of their representatives, incIudingTHFirTegaTcouhsel or any member of their White House 
staff, concerning Whitewater or the Madison Savings and Loan? 

MR. ALTMAN: I*ve had one substantive contact with White House staff, and I want to tell 
you about it 

SEN. GRAMM: Okay, let me, if I may, just — given that "yes" I'd like to know what the 
substance of the communication was, when it occurred, who ihitfated it, and what you were 
asked to do. 

MR. ALTMAN: Right First of all, I initiated it About three weeks ago, Jean Hanson, who 
is Treasury's general counsel, and I requested a meeting with Mr. Nussbaum •• he's the White 
House counsel. 

The purpose of that meeting was to describe the procedural reasons for the then impending 
February 28th deadline as far as the then statute of limitations was concerned. I'm sure you 
know that that statute of limitations has subsequendy been retroactively reinstated for certain 
types of civil claims. And we explained the process which the RTC would follow in reaching 
a decision before that February 8th deadline, that it would be exactly identical to procedures 
used in any other cases, any other PLS case, and that the RTC fundamentally would come to 
a conclusion as to whether or not there existed the basis for a claim or whether there didn't 
And in the event that the basis for a claim existed, then it would pursue either a tolling 
agreement, which is the equivalent of a voluntary extension of the statute of limitations from 
die parties at interest or it would file that claim in court That was the whole conversation. I 
was asked one question. That was question was whether we intended to provide the same 
briefing to attorneys for the parties at interest I said I assumed so, went back - (inaudible) 

— and checked with the RTC general counsel. The answer was in due course. I said fine. 
That was it I have not had any contact with die president of the United States or the first 
lady on any matter like this. 

SEN. GRAMM:- If I may, let me pose the same question to Mr. Hove. Have you or any 
member of your staff had any communication — 

SEN. RIEGLE: Mr. Hove, let me just - I don't know if you know. This question's being 
addressed to you. 

SEN. GRAMM: Have you or any member of your staff had any communication with the 
president, with the first lady, with their representatives, including legal counsel, with members 
of their White House staff concerning Whitewater or Madison Savings and Loan? 
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MR HOVE: Our director of the Office of Communications at the FDIC had received a call 
from a press person at the White House after the second article appeared The Chicago 
Tribune regarding the First American issue. They asked, did we have any statement? And 
the response given to the White House was, no, we did not have any statement. 

SEN. GRAMM: So they were asking you to respond to the press statement? MR HOVE: It 
was Mrs. Clinton's attorney. 

SEN. GRAMM: Mrs. Clinton's attorney - 

MR HOVE: I'm sorry. It was Mrs. Clinton's attorney — 

SEN. GRAMM: - called you? 

MR HOVE: It was MrsrCIIntbh's attorney - that called Ihe FDIC "Office of Communication. 

SEN. GRAMM: So Mrs. Clinton's attorney called the FDIC and asked you to respond to a 
press - 

MR HOVE: No, no, that's nqt what he said. 

SEN. GRAMM: Well, I'm asking the question. 

MR HOVE: Yeah. No, but that - but - 

SEN. GRAMM: Pm not trying to speak for you. 

What did Mrs. Clinton's attorney ask you to do? 

MR HOVE: They asked did we have any statement, and we responded, no, we did not have 
a statement 

SEN. GRAMM: Would it be normal that someone's - did this attorney work for the federal 
government? 

MR HOVE: No. This was Mrs. Clinton's attorney. 

SEN. GRAMM: When did this call occur; do you know? 

MR HOVE: After the second article appeared in the Chicago Tribune, and I can't tell you the 
date of that It's been in die last, what, two weeks or so? I don't know. 

SEN. GRAMM: And you were asked if you had a response that you were going to put out on 
it; you said no. 

MR HOVE: That's correct We responded to the first statement, the first article that appeared 
in the Chicago Tribune, pointed out the enprs of that article, that it was not an FDIC matter. 
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exactly the same thing that I responded to Senator Faircloth. 

SEN. GRAMM: And to the best of your knowledge, you've had no other communication, you 
and your staff have had no other communication with all the people that — 

MR. HOVE: That's correct. 

SEN. GRAMM: Let me pose the same question to Mr. Fiechter and to Ms. Ford. 

MR. FIECHTER: To the best of my knowledge, I know I have and OTS staff has had no 
communication whatsoever with anyone from the White House about this or that list that you 
included in your question. 

MS. FORD: No, the Oversight Board nor I have had any involvement in this matter. 


SEN. GRAMM: Let me raise a second question, and it's a thing that I've tried to understand 
in looking at where we are and what we need to do to get on with finishing this matter. Part 
of the problem that we have had in the past with regard to congressional hearings and 
congressional involvement really has involved two things. One has been the granting of 
immunity by congressional panels for people who would testify. The other is that under the 
Constitution, the testimony of a member of Congress is a privileged matter that is given 
special treatment. In this case I'm not aware that anyone in holding a congressional hearing 
or looking into this matter would be talking about - I dont know of a committee that would 
be empowered to grant immunity. No such resolution has passed the Congress. We're not 
talking about a member of Congress, where there's special constitutional provisions. Td like to 
just pose the question: What would be wrong with letting members of this committee that 
have oversight responsibility look at the records in this case or any other case where we have 
oversight responsibilities? Mr. Hove, let me pose that to you and Mr. Altman, and then I see 
my time is up and I'll stop. 

MR. HOVE: Our position is that we will make access available, and we have, to 
Congressman Leach, to all information that is, again, non-confidential documents. 

SEN. GRAMM: How would you define what is confidential? 

MR HOVE: Again, those that would -- (pause) — those that would involve privacy 
information that would be non-germane to this issue. 

SEN. GRAMM: And you would make that judgment? 

MR HOVE: Yes. 

SEN. GRAMM: Mr. Altman? 

MR ALTMAN: First of all. Senator, we have already provided volumes of documents to the 
Congress. Senator D' Amato referred at the veiy beginning to documents he received last 
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evening, and I would have liked him to receive them earlier, but we only got the request last 
Friday. 

But in terms of Congressman Leach, who has also received those documents, he has had diem 
for some time - if my memory serves, 6,500 pages - the RTC has been asked not to make 
information about criminal referrals in the Madison matter public, and it's standard practice 
not to release information of that kind or any other which might compromise a criminal 
investigation. And of course, we're cooperating with the independent counsel to try to assure 
that we don't release any information which would jeopardize his investigation. And as I said 
earlier, I would think you would not want us to do that in order that that investigation should 
proceed as it should. 

SEN. GRAMM: Mr. Chairman, if I could have your indulgence. I've got here a text of a 
newspaper article in Phoenix that contradicts something that Mr. Hove said, and I'm sure he 
doesn't want to let it stand. I've got' a response. apparently afterlhe second article, where the 
agency - the FDIC did in fact make a statement It says the agency said Mrs. Clinton's 
involvement in the case was not extensive enough to constitute a conflict of interest under 
rules governing federal regulation of savings and loans. I've got this if you would like to see 
it 

MR. HOVE: Was that after the second - we made a comment - we made a public comment 
after the first article appeared — 

SEN. GRAMM: This is 2/16/94. 

MR. HOVE: Okay, and I don't know when those articles appeared. SEN. RIEGLE: Why don't 
you take a look at it, and let's go to Senator Domenici and then — 

SEN. GRAMM: (Aside ) - When did the other one occur, what's the date on the other one? 

MR. HOVE: Senator, we commented after the first article appeared to correct any 
inaccuracies that was in the report The involvement that Mrs. Clinton had in that case was, 
again, as I mentioned to Senator Faircloth, that she signed an amended complaint for her 
partner, Vince Foster, who was the attorney who was involved in the case. That involved two 
hours that was billed on Mrs. Clinton's part on that case in which she signed the amended 
complaint. As far as we can determine from the records we have, that was die involvement 
diet she had had, and that's what we released at the time. 

SEN. GRAMM: Well, if you would take a look at this and just let us know in writing if this 
was die second one, how the response was made, who made it, why they made it, it'd be fine. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Domenici. 

SEN. PETE V. DOMENICI (R-NM): Mr. Altman, Stanley Tate (sp) was nominated by 
President Clinton to head the RTC, and while preparing for that confirmation he was at the 
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RTC in a consulting capacity. That's all true, isn't it? 

MR. ALTMAN: Yes, sir. 

SEN. DOMEN1CI: When he withdrew his nomination, he attempted to release to the public 
materials he h ad prepared containing the RTC operations. Are you and the board familiar 
with the document that I refer to? 

MR. ALTMAN: Generally, sir, yes. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Why did the oversight board prevent Mr. Tate (sp) from releasing that 
document? 

MR. ALTMAN: Well, first of all, i t was released^ __ ^ 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, you released it - when he left it was not released and you claimed 
it should not be released. But then eventually you provided the document to Senator 
D'Amato, I believe, or my office, but that was December 23rd, 1993. Why was it not 
released when he wanted to release it? 

MR. ALTMAN: Well, senator, my recollection is that it was released rather promptly. Maybe 
not the day after he submitted it, but as a federal employee — consultant, the materials 
properly would be — were reviewed by his superiors before being released. But I think the 
point is they were released in short order. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, did the RTC or the oversight board alter, edit, or sanitize this 
document before releasing it? And let me say if not, why did Dietra Ford, oversight board 
executive director, send a memo — and I have that — dated November 30th to you about these 
materials which included the following sentence: Tm forwarding the enclosed so that you can 
see die original materials and fully understand the disaster we narrowly avoided.” Those last 
- that last sentence is a quote. What was the disaster that Mrs. Ford was referring to? Was 
this a reference to Madison? If it wasn't, fine. If it was, I think maybe we ought to know 
about it 

MR ALTMAN: Senator, you should ask Mrs. Ford that question. 

SEN. KERRY (?): You may not like the answer, but ~ f 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I just got this letter, and it deserves an answer. If it's not what I 
want that's fine. Thafs what we're here for. 

MS. FORD: We received the 200-page document the morning of his press conference, and we 
had only a quick time to take a look at it at the Oversight Board. The deputy general counsel 
of the Oversight Board and I advised — 


SEN. : Pull the microphone up. 
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MS. FORD: We advised Mr. Tate that the material should be reviewed by the Oversight 
Board staff, myself, as well as the interim CEO, Mr. Altman, before they are released to the 
public and that he was a federal - special federal government employment and, therefore, he 
was subject to the rules that apply in terms of ethics, the Office of Government Ethics, that 
applied to the release of documents which he obtained during his tenure as a federal 
government employee. 


SEN. DOMENICI: Well, whatVwKaT youir letter says. 


MS. FORD: That's right 

SEN. DOMENICI: But what was the "disaster that we narrowly avoided"? 

MS. FORD: It was my interpretation that, to release those documents before anyone in the 
Oversight Board staff, the attorneys involved, or — who advise us, have a chance to look at 
them, was inappropriate. And thafs my choice of words - "disaster.” I think it's 
inappropriate to release documents before we know what they contain. 

SEN. DOMENICI: I thank you. 

Let me quickly move to a couple of other ones if I might Mr. Altman, I think you told , 
Senator Bond that you would not make available any documents that, quote, "would have a 
negative impact on the legislation,” closed quote. 

MR. ALTMAN: No, I don’t think so. 

SEN. DOMENICI: No? 

MR. ALTMAN: I said - I think I said that we would try not to release any documents that 
would have a prejudicial effect on the investigation. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, this committee held hearings on the failure of the Bank of New 
England in the context of an unsuccessful confirmation hearing on Bob Clarke. This 
committee explored in detail transactions related to that bank. Voluminous documents were 
made available. Maybe this is distinguishable, but it seems to me that the same question 
could be asked here. Why can't you release all of these documents for this kind of hearing? 

MR. ALTMAN:. Senator, we have had — or I am advised we have had a couple of 
conversations with Mr. Fiske, the independent counsel. He has asked us not to release any 
documents that could jeopardize his investigation. I dont know why you would want us to 
do that, to jeopardize his investigation. We certainly dont want to. 

SEN. DOMENICI: I dont want you to. 

. i 

MR. ALTMAN: And we're respecting his request 
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SEN. DOMENICI: But if the special prosecutor has no objection to the committee being 
provided copies of documents, can the committee then count on the RTC’s full cooperation in 
providing them. 

MR. ALTMAN: You should direct that question to Mr. Fiske. 

SEN. DOMENICI: No? If he has no objection, then can we count on you to release them? 
MR. ALTMAN: I think the answer is yes. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Does the RTC have an inspector general? 

• -TV. . -*■ 

MR ALTMAN: Yes, sir. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Has theHmspector general investigated the conBict-of-interest allegations 
regarding the Rose firm? 

MR ALTMAN: I don't know the answer to that. 

I’m nearly certain it's no because, as you know, it wasn't the RTC that ever had any retainer 
relationship or other relationship with the Rose firm. 

SEN. DOMENICI: But you're kind of the natural successor to what went on there, and I 
believe — I think when you took over you began some investigation of that. We'll show you 
that in a minute. But my question is, if the FDIC agreed to have its IG look into Madison, 
would there be any reason why you wouldn't? 

f 

MR ALTMAN: I have no objection to the IG's looking into any matter that he sees fit to 
look into or that he's requested on an official basis to look into. That's what he's there for. 

SEN. RDEGLE: Senator Domenici, I don't want to be arbitrary, but I do want to try to stay on 
the time clock if I can as we go back and forth, and we'll continue until everybody's had a 
chance to cover everything they want to cover today. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Chairman Greenspan, I want to come back to the interest rate situation 
because we had an opportunity to talk the day that the Fed took its first step, after that was 
taken, and I'm concerned about the question of what has happened since and just your own 
expectations of what might happen, what has happened. You've made further public 
comments in a hearing recently. I'm just wondering, as you watch market reactions to the 
tightening move that the Fed made, are you seeing essentially what you expected or have you 
seen something that — particularly in terms of the uptick on the long rates - something that 
maybe you would not have expected? In other words, where are we now, and how do you 
read what seems to be taking place as a reaction to the Fed's policy adjustment? 

MR GREENSPAN: Mr. Chairman, as Senator Sarbanes indicated, my expectation was on the 
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basis of what has historically tended to be the case, that the type of increase that we've had 
would initially lead to some small increase in long-term rates followed by some edging off 
That's basically been the history, other things equal, and that's essentially what one endeavors 
to use so far as a forecast is concerned. 

What occurred in the interim was, as I indicated to the subcommittee of the House the other 
day, is that there was a growing concern that after the torrid pace of economic growth in the 
fourth quarter, which is apparently in the~process of being revised up, that the possibility that 
we would not be moving to a much more moderate rate of growth was rising, and the first 
evidence that that was affecting market perceptions was when the Philadelphia Federal 
Reserve Bank released its monthly survey, which showed a significant increase in prices paid 
by manufacturers for the month — I suspect it’s early February. The point at which that 
release was made, the long-term rates were very slightly above where they had been previous 
to the February 4th move. But what occurred following that was a general belief that the 
pace of economic activity may tum out to be somewhat stronger - ban most of the people in 
the market had anticipated. 

And to repeat what I said at the House Banking Subcommittee, that change in view in the 
market's perception led to a significant backing up of long-term rates, which is what typically 
happens when those types of expectations change. As I said then, my impression of how one 
should interpret that Philadelphia report is more an indication of a pick-up in economic 
activity because commodity prices tend to be reasonably good proxies for new orders and 
indeed I think that's what essentially that particular report was showing. It is not a 
particularly good forecaster of inflation. And as I said at the House committee, we seem to 
be lacking the financial tinder that usually is associated with inflation accelerating when you 
get a significant pick-up in economic activity. . t , 

I'm agnostic at this stage. I think it's too soon to make a judgment, but we will learn a good 
deal more as the data begin to come forward. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, but as I listened carefully to what you were saying, it seems to me 
when you say you don't see the inflationary tinder and that you're sort of an agnostic, I mean, 
I gather you're saying you don't see, yet, a broad evidence of a build-up of inflationary 
pressure that really worries you. I mean, I - or is that not a - I mean, put it in your words, 
but I'm just — 

MR. GREENSPAN: No, that is substantially correct Look, the reason that we moved on 
February the 4th r and the reason I said we may have to move again, rests on the issue of 
having deliberately put through a significant degree of accommodation in the money markets 
after 1989 because we perceived that there were special balance-sheet factors and other 
headwinds which required that we move the short-term interest rates below where they 
normally would reside. And when it became apparent that the adjustments that we thought 
would occur and in fact have been occurring in the balance sheets got to a point where the 
economy could start to regain its momentum and gain a degree of expansion which seemed to 
be well entrenched, at that point die need to have excessive accommodative policies no longer 
exists. The issue is not, do we see inflationary pressures emerging, BUT whit is the reason 
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why we would want to keep the level of accommodation at a point where history tells us, if 
extended indefinitely, eventually does engender inflationary pressures. So, it's the issue - I 
would reverse the question, not do we see inflationary pressures, but what reason would we 
have, once the recovery seems well entrenched, as indeed I believe it is, would we wish to 
keep an excessively accommodative stance? That is not a statement which says we are 
setting inflationary pressures emerging; indeed, as I said in my prepared remarks to the House 
committee, when we actually see inflationary forces emerging in the way of price changes 
which are clearly evident, the one thing”we T r£' sure at that point is we are very far advanced in 
the process, and history tells us that that type of policy which we engaged in much too often, 
is wholly inappropriate to maintaining long-term economic stability. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, let me just say to you I And that a very important clarification and 
point that you've just made. And I think it puts this in a somewhat different light than some 
of the commentary, I think, has given to it because what I hear you saying is is that you've - 
you've had a monetary policy thaFK^Treen overly accommodative in order to try to get sort 
of the engine going again and that you overcorrected in a sense - 

MR. GREENSPAN: Deliberately. 

SEN. RIEGLE: - deliberately. And now that it has gotten the traction that it needs to have, 
as far as you can tell, you're taking back some of that overcorrection but not for reasons of 
the fact that you see this inflationary tinder building up here. 

MR. GREENSPAN: Precisely. And, in fact. I've tried to make that point every time I've 
stated this, and I somehow don't seem to get it across as well as I think I would like to. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, I think you got it across pretty well right now, and we've got a pretty 
good sized press table that I hope will have gotten it down even though if s 20 to two, which 
is sort of a late hour for us to all be meeting here — (laughter). But I thank you for dial I 
think thafs a very important distinction, and I think it’s important for the economic system 
and the markets to understand what you've just said. 

Senator D' Amato. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I have to say to Mr. Altman 
that I would like to go back to a question that Senator Gramm . brought up and — as it relates 
to any meetings with White House staff or counsel. Mr. Altman, I think you said that you and 
a — an official from Treasury sought out Mr. Nussbaum. Is that — is that correct? 

MR. ALTMAN. Yes, I did. 

SEN. D* AMATO: Could you tell us why? In other words, I have difficulty understanding 
why it is you felt compelled to seek out the White House counsel. 

MR. ALTMAN: Solely to ensure - ... 

SEN. D'AMATO: Solely to - ? 
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MR. ALTMAN: Solely to be sure that he understood the legal and procedural framework 
within which the RTC was working. And if you recall, as I said at that time, it was a 
February 28 th date which was the subject of major attention in the Congress and in the press. 
It's not uncommon of meetings of that type to take place. And I'd describe it as a "heads up" 
and a very stiff conversation. 

SEN. D' AMATO: A "heads up". Jnwhat connection would that heads up be? You mean that 
the statute of limitations was running? 

MR. ALTMAN: No, that they should be aware of the internal processes and the types of 
criteria which the RTC was going to be following in order to reach a decision by February 
28 th. 

SEN. D' AMATO: Was any representatives of the president or Mrs. Clinton or any legal 
counsel — which I think would be appropriate - -speaking'lo the counsel for the RTC, or 
people handling this particular - this particular matter? I mean, was there any legal 
representation going on? Was this - you just called them? Did they have any 
representatives, any counsel who may have been meeting with staff people or talking to staff 
people? 

MR. ALTMAN: I was accompanied by our general counsel. Treasury general counsel. Mr. 
Nussbaum had his assistant with him. And Mr. Ickes and Margaret Williams were both at the 
— there at the time. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Oh, Ickes is in it, huh? 

Let me ask you this: Prior to this meeting, was there any representation - was there any 
counsel that was being given representing the president's interest or Mrs. Clinton's interest or 
anyone else that you're aware of as it relates to the matter that you went to brief them on? 

MR. ALTMAN: No, not to my knowledge. Nor were there any substantive conversations — 
subsequent conversations. 

i SEN. D'AMATO: Did anyone request this meeting? 

MR. ALTMAN: I requested the meeting. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Was there any other meeting that may have been requested? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. D'AMATO: There was no other meeting that you are aware of that the White House 
counsel requested? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Or anyone else from the White House? 
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MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Mr. Iclces? 

MR. ALTMAN: I had no subsequent — I received no subsequent requests for meetings. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Well, what about private counsel? Did private counsel - I find it hard to 
believe that there was no private counsel. Are you saying to me that there was not even 
private counsel that was meeting with staff lawyers at some level? 

MR. ALTMAN: Not to my knowledge. Senator. 

SEN. D'AMATO: Ms. Ford, do you know of any? 

MS. FORD: No, I've had no involvement " 

SEN. D'AMATO: Let me turn to the RTC report which was dated February 8th, which we 
received last evening about 9:00 - Resolution Trust Corporation - and say to you that, in 
reviewing this document, I think it goes a little further — does a little better job than the one 
that came out of FDIC. I found it interesting that in its conclusion on page five and six, in 
its summary before it reaches its disposition, it says. A, Rose represented Madison prior to 
its failure; B — and I am not reading the whole sentence — Rose represented the FDIC/RTC 
subsequent to the failure of Madison; C, Rose did not disclose its representation of 
Madison before the Arkansas Securities Department to the FDIC or the RTC. Further, it did 
not report possible conflicts involving the brother-in-law and father-in- law of Webb Hubbell. 
And, by the way. I'm going to, Mr. Hove, read something to you that's quite illuminating. 

You better have your lawyers take a look at this. And when it gets all done doing that, it 
says, based on the factual conclusions in the RTC conflicts report - it says we send it to 
counsel. 

Now, I have to tell you that I am going to ask — because you have no conclusion. It just 
says, "These are the facts; these are the facts, fellows. Now, you do with it what you want" 
and sends it to counsel — general counsel. I'm going to ask dial this report and any other 
relevant material that was gathered by those who were working on it be submitted to the 
inspector general. And as you've indicated before, you certainly wouldn't say, "I don't see any 
— how that would impede anybody or anything.” But I certainly would feel more comfortable 
that it goes to the inspector general as opposed to the general counsel. And I think it would 
guarantee the integrity of die review, certainly in this senator's mind and I think in others. 

MR. ALTMAN: Fine. 

SEN. D'AMATO: I thank you very much. I see that my time has expired. I have another 
observation to make, and Fit do that after - at the appropriate time. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Kerry? 
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SEN. KERRY: Well, let me ask my colleague, is that going to be the last — I mean, or is 
there intention of colleagues to go a whole other round? 

SEN. D' AMATO: I think some colleagues have some other questions, and they'll raise them 
whenever — 

SEN. R1EGLE: I think maybe we're goingjo have one more go- around here with those that 
are left who want to do so. And then i think we're probably done here. 

SEN. KERRY: It was my understanding that we were going to have another hearing here in 
10 minutes, which I'm also supposed to participate in. I’m just curious what the plans of the 
chairman are. If my time could not - I'm just - 

SEN. RIEGLE: They have a different room that they're meeting in - 

SEN. KERRY: All right. So thafs - 

SEN. RIEGLE: — so that we won't run into a room conflict But we are late in the day, and 
the witnesses have been here a long time. So my intention would be to finish up a round here 
where everybody gets another turn at bat. 

SEN. KERRY: Well, maybe I could ask another - just procedurally. I don't want to really 
use my time at this point But it seems to me that maybe we could ask if anybody has any 
more questions to ask of the chairman of the Federal Reserve, because it seems not a great 
use of his time to sit here if all we're going to do is talk about another subject 

SEN. DOMENICI: I — is my turn imminent here? Or do I have a long wait? 

SEN. RIEGLE: Let me get my batting order here. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Because I don't want to keep him a long time, but I wanted to - 

SEN. RIEGLE: Actually, you follow Senator Bond, who will come after Senator Kerry. Then 
we'll come back to Senator Boxer. So actually there are — 

SEN. : How long is your question? Maybe they would let you get that — 

SEN. DOMENICI: I dont want - I don't have a question of Mr. Greenspan. I just want to 
state for die record that, frankly, I believe the actions you took over the last three or four 
years have a great deal to do with the status of the American economy. I frankly believe you 
were subject to some undue criticism, but if we have a solid recovery, I think ifs very 
significantly related to the conduct of die Federal Reserve over the last 3-1/2, four years. 

I 

Maybe President Bush would have liked it difTerendy, maybe Dick Darman would have, 
maybe it all could have happened earlier, but nonetheless, I think you're somewhat 
responsible, so I trust you at least on what you're doing now. 
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SEN. RIEGLE: That reminds me a little bit of watching some of that Olympic skating 
competition last night when they throw the bouquets out on the ice. You just threw a nice 
one to the chairman. Senator Kerry? 

SEN. : You were critical of him. You wanted to loosen up even more. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Well, the other day I think my comments were comments that reflected some 
understanding as to what the chamhah's trying to do, and I think he's put additional light on 
that today. I don't think this chairman wants to strangle the economy. I'm speaking of 
Chairman Greenspan, and, you know, sometimes you can do that and not intend to. But I 
think he's trying to be as prudent as he can be. Senator Kerry? 

MR. GREENSPAN: Excuse me. Mr. Chairman, is that - (inaudible)? 

SEN. RIEGLE: Are you excused? Can you takeyour bouqueTand go? (Laughter.) Yes, you 
can. Senator Kerry? 

SEN. BOXER: You get a 5.9 from me. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer gave you a 5.9. (Laughter.) 

SEN. BOXER: You skate so well (on the ice ?). 

SEN. RIEGLE: Especially on the technical portion of the — (laughter) — of the program. 
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RESUMPTION OF COVERAGE 
xxx program. 

SEN. (Off mike.) 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Kerry? 

SEN. JOHN KERRY (D-MA)f Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure I have time to stay through the 
whole process here, so I may review the bidding here a little bit. But just spiriting as a 
former prosecutor, one of my colleagues over here was sort of questioning the duality. I can 
tell you, as a person who has presented evidence to grand juries and who has spent some time 
putting cases together, that there is nothing worse than having dual tracks, witness confusion, 
various statements appearing in public, multiple copies of documents moving around. I would 
be very surprised if Speci al Pro secutor Fiske decided to do it It certainly wouldn't be a 
judgment that I made to make thmgspublic iifffie middle of inTnvestigation because it 
inevitably taints somebody's something and it creates a very hard process for pursuing a track. 
What astonishes me here a little bit - and I want to reiterate it - I mean, we've got S150 
billion problem here which taxpayers are paying for. They're already angry enough about us 
wasting their time and duplicitous process. And here we are, frankly, with very important 
people in front of us having spent a morning not really examining where that $150 billion 
went, not talking about it, but dealing instead with politics. And that's what this really comps 
down to, it's politics. It's totally unnecessary. In the context of the gentlemen who has been 
made a special prosecutor, a Republican appointed by a Democrat — and let me just share 
with colleagues again quickly something about Mr. Fiske. This is an article from the New 
York Times right after he was appointed: "Robert Fiske's reputation for integrity and 
thoroughness is so entrenched that if he finds no wrongdoing during his investigation of the 
Whitewater affair, his findings could put rumors about Bill and Hillary Clinton's business 
dealings to rest The choice is one that you simply cant argue with,' said former Treasury 
Secretary Nicholas Brady, a close friend of former President George Bush and a college 
classmate of Mr. Fiske's more than 40 years ago. He's one of those guys who has always 
conducted himself with integrity.'" The article goes on to say that "Mr. Fiske, a 63-year-old 
Wall Street lawyer, earned his reputation by being an aggressive prosecutor. If the Clintons 
have something to hide, he could pose a formidable problem. If he lives up to his billing, at 
die very least his investigation will disrupt the lives of the first family.” 

Now, if that's not enough, if we don't have the patience to allow him to do his job and sit 
here and ask relevant questions about $130 billion, we ought to ask what we're doing. I 
mean, this is why the taxpayers get so fed up because all we do is dig into politics. And 
there's a huge distinction between this case and prior cases because we are not looking at a 
current situation where the president is currently making decisions about current money being 
spent or current policy. This is something that happened when he was governor — if 
whatever happened happened - and I suggest that this prosecutor has the ability to get at it 
If he doesn't. 111 join with Senator D'Amato, HI be one of the first people — I think I have a 
good reputation here on the basis of BCCI and Noriega and other investigative efforts in 
pursuing things. But I think back to the time that I was trying to do that I didn't have any 
help from the other side of the aisle. We did not get subpoena power. We did not have the 
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ability to have a full-fledged investigation in this committee on that. And I sat here with Tim 
Wirth and we tried again and again to get an extension of the liability. We also tried to get a 
special prosecutor. Most of my colleagues making a lot of noise about this now opposed 
having a special prosecutor. So I just think fair is fair at some point in this business. We all 
understand the game and we all understand what happens. But it seems to me that to take a 
150 billion dollar fiasco and relegate it to a second tier for this 194 state-run - who was the 
primary regulator of this institution originally? MR. : The - originally it was the Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation' and then later OTS. 

SEN. KERRY: So it came to the federal government secondarily. And, I might add, for two 
years this case was closed. It wasn't until six weeks before the election — and we ought to 
ask some questions about this — that suddenly, when Bill Clinton was the nominee for 
president of the United States, that there was a criminal referral to the RTC, not until six 
weeks before the election. For two years while my friends controlled the elements of 
regulation, nobody was askmg~the questions thatareTjelnff aske<T here today. 

So I'm not saying questions shouldn't be asked. I am saying we absolutely ought to get to the 
bottom of whatever took place. We ought to understand all these institutions because it's a 
sorry chapter in American politics. But that's going to happen, the 25 FBI agents and 
depositions and documents being made available, and the taxpayers of this country do not 
need us jumping all over each other for political purposes, avoiding the real issues that they 
would like us to dig into. And I don't think much more needs to be said beyond that 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Bond? 

u. 

MR : Mr. Chairman, may I make a correction? 

SEN. RIEGLE: Yes. 

SEN. KERRY: I think Senator Kerry asked who was the primary regulator. The primary 
regulator was the state of Arkansas. 

SEN. KERRY: Well, that was what I was getting at. The primary regulator was the state. 

MR : Exactly. And the primary federal regulator was FSLC and OTS. 

SEN. KERRY: Correct. So the issue of federal nexus here in terms of decisionmaking is only 
by transfer, not by original jurisdiction. So what we're doing is secondary to the third tier. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Bond? 

SEN. BOND: Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of my friend from Massachusetts, I am going to 
submit a chronology and some questions for the record to the RTC to answer. I recall it was 
Jerry Brown of California who first raised the question during the 1992 campaign, but we all 
will be able to benefit from these questions, which are along the lines that Senator Kerry 
raised. I also have a series of questions for the FDIC and for the RTC which follow up on 
these other questions, but in the time remaining I do want to pursue a couple of items. When 



957 


X000852 

we last talked, Mr. Altman, you said that normal procedure would be for the RTC to seek out 
and acquire records wherever they were. Now, if the RTC under your direction were 
requesting records from the first lady at the White House, a rather high-profile event, would it 
not be customary for them to advise you that they were requesting records in the possession 
of the first lady? 

MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I don't get involved in any substantive aspects of any PLS case, 
particularly — or including documents that they may seek. So they’ve never brought that to 
my attention since I've been in this job, and that goes right through today. 

SEN. BOND: So you wouldn't expect them to tell you. 

MR. ALTMAN: No, I wouldn't. 

SEN. BOND: I find that remarkable! In a normal cnmmal referral case, the RTC creates and 
retains an inventory of pertinent documents used to make the case. As I understand it, at least 
one version of the inventory has been provided to some members of Congress. Could you 
furnish to this committee the latest, most up-to- date inventory and provide the hearing - for 
the hearing record along with the previous versions? Would you make that available? 

MR. ALTMAN: Last evening we supplied the - 6,500 pages of information to Senator 
D'Amato's office, as we had some time earlier to Congressman Leach. SEN. BOND: And is 
that the entire inventory? Are those all the documents? You give new challenge to Federal 
Express and Overnight Postal Service to get the delivery of such a substantial stack of 
documents at the particular time, a new standard for delivery in package express. 

MR. ALTMAN: Well, I have here a list of the documents. 

SEN. BOND: Is that the latest version? 

MR. ALTMAN: This is just a list of what the documents are. There's 6,500 in total pages. 
This is a list of the documents we provided. 

SEN. BOND: If you could make one available for the record, we would like to have that I'd 
appreciate it. 

MR. ALTMAN: Be delighted. 

SEN. BOND: Next, when did you become aware of the RTC recommendations that further 
criminal prosecution be taken against Madison? 

MR. ALTMAN: Last fall I was advised that the question of a referral to the Justice 
Department was under consideration at the RTC, and as other members of the RTC staff will 
attest, I said that normal procedures, with no deviation whatsoever, should be pursued, 
including chain of command procedures, in terms of reaching that conclusion. 
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I might tell you that typically decisions like that are made at the regional office level, and that 
it was in this case. 

SEN. BOND: Were you aware that the regional office had asked the national office to make a 
determination as to whether the Clintons' name should be in the new expanded referral? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. 

SEN. BOND: You did not know they were asking for the national office to make a 
determination on that? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. I was simply informed that this issue was on the table, and my reaction 
was — I had only one conversation about it -- that normal procedure should be followed. 
That's the way we're going to handle this thing from beginning to end. 


SEN. BOND: How was the White House notified of the referral? Was it from your agency? 

MR. ALTMAN: They were not notified by the RTC, to the best of my knowledge. 

SEN. BOND: Nobody in your agency, to your knowledge, advised the White House staff that 
this was going to be a major — this could be a major source of concern? 

MR. ALTMAN: Not to my knowledge. 

(Confers off mike.) 

Ms. Ford, do you know if the White House was notified by the RTC? 

MS. FORD: No, we have had no involvement at the Oversight Board whatsoever. 

SEN. BOND: When was the firm of Madison & Pillsbury put on retainer by the RTC, do 
you know? And for how long and what cost? 

i 

MR. ALTMAN: I don't know that Fm aware that that firm has been retained as outside 
counsel on this matter, but Tm; not aware of die date on which it was retained nor the retainer 
arrangements. 

SEN. BOND: Will they review the potential of suing the various law firms who represented 
Madison or the board of directors? 

MR. ALTMAN: I dont know the answer to that question. 

SEN. BOND: We'd appreciate knowing that, if you could, later. And if there are other outside 
counsel or consultants hired in conjunction with the case, we would like to know that 
And finally, Tm advised that the list you have there is just an inventory of the documents 
provided to Senator D*Amato; it is not die complete inventory of the documents pertaining to 
Madison. And if Fm mistaken, in either event, we would appreciate receiving a copy of die 
inventory of the entire documents. 
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MR. ALTMAN: Well, Senator, I'm not sure I fully understand your question. But what we 
have released amounts to what we've been asked for, less any documents that, in our 
judgment, could prejudice the investigation. I told you earlier that we'd had a couple of 
conversations - I haven't had them; I'm advised there were a couple of conversations with 
Mr. Fiske, with each side asking the other not to release information or take any other steps 
which would prejudice either side's investigation, and we're trying to adhere to that. 

SEN. BOND: As I understand it,that you have prepared an inventory. I'm not asking for the 
documents themselves, but I understand that you had prepared an inventory and had furnished 
perhaps members of the House side, or others, with the inventory, not the contents of the 
documents. 

MR. ALTMAN: Any information, I assure you, that we have supplied to Congressman Leach 
or anyone else - elsewhere in the Congress, we're delighted tosupply to you or anyone else 
here that would like them. 

SEN. BOND: Would that include an inventory, a cataloging, not the contents but a cataloging 
of the documents in the Madison case? 

MR. ALTMAN: We will supply you with any information to that extent that we can which 
does not get into areas that we think would prejudice the investigation. SEN. BOND: Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Senator Boxer? 

SEN. BOXER: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to -- I'm still working. 

SEN. RIEGLE: All right. Senator Domenici, you're next in the order. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Mr. Altman, you spoke a while ago of your one contact with the White 
House regarding this, and you and your counsel went up to talk to the White House counsel. 

MR. ALTMAN: Yeah, one substantive contact 

SEN. DOMENICI: Please? 

MR. ALTMAN: One substantive or meaningful contact 

SEN. DOMENICI: Yeah. Well, I assume — we're not arguing there that you had - you're not 
suggesting you had more than one, are you? 

MR. ALTMAN: No. I'm just saying that if you — you know, you run into someone in the 
hall — did you see that thing in the paper this morning? ~ Tm not including that 

SEN. DOMENICI: All right You said you were there to give a heads-up. What I understand 
the situation to be on average folks, a couple of them in my state that were bordering up 



960 


X000855 

alongside of a statute of limitations becoming a defense, they were presented with a tolling 
agreement, and if they didn't sign it, suit was filed so as to toll the statute. Is that a rather 
fair assessment of the way business is done? 

MR. ALTMAN: I think I'd have to know the details of the matter, Senator. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I guess what I'm wondering, are we getting the right perspective of 
why you did this? Did you go ther^^use you wanted them to know that clearly they 
might be asked to sign a tolling agreement, or to know that the normal process was that the 
toll — the statute's going to toll, and there's reasonable grounds to suspect something, they 
might expect a lawsuit? Or why else would you give them heads-up? 

MR ALTMAN: The difference between this and a matter like the one you referred to is that 
I had been receiving - had begun to receive a lot of inquiries, including in writing from 
Congress, as to what procedursrthe RTC was“going* urfollowrand I wanted to give them the 
same sense of those procedures that I was giving members of Congress. And I said to them 
nothing different than I've said to members of Congress. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I understand that, but I guess what I'm getting at is there must have 
been a reason for telling them that. Congress was just saying the statute's going to run, what 
are you going to do, so you went over there to tell them that we're going to apply the same 
thing we do in any other case? And that's the heads-up that you were giving them? 

MR ALTMAN: That's right. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Was it serious enough that you wanted them to know because there might 
be something that they would be confronted with that was untoward as you applied your 
rules, like asking for a tolling agreement or filing a lawsuit? MR ALTMAN: Again, the 
essence of what we said was that the statute of limitations which then applied was scheduled 
to expire on February 28, 1994; that the RTC was going to make every effort to make a 
decision by that date. It could fundamentally reach only one of two decisions, that there was a 
basis for a claim or that there wasn't If there was a basis for a claim then we would either 
seek a tolling agreement to permit more discovery and more preparation or we would file that 
claim in court 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well die passage of the statute of limitations extension eliminates that 
problem as you have already indicated. 

I guess, Mr. Chairman, I'm having a little difficulty with explanation because one way of 
looking at it was that it was not a very meaningful or important meeting — that he was just 
doing this so that he would be able to tell Congress he had told them he's going to treat them 
the same way as others. I don't think a man - you know, I know you fairly well — I don't 
think you would be going over there to just be able to send this letter to Senator D' Amato 
that says I have told the White House that they're going to be treated the same way as other 
people — 
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MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I did not know whether they knew of such procedures which as I 
say I was then communicating to members of Congress and it just seemed to me a little odd 
to explain to a member of Congress that we're going to follow "XYZ" procedures and not 
have them ever be made aware of what those were. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Well, I want to close on this remarks by thanking you, Mr. Chairman, for 
holding these hearings. I hope the public understands the Republican response to Senator 
Kerry, you know, it's almost an insult to accuse us of not being concerned about oversight 
and that some how or another the other side is more interested in how the RTC turned out. 
Frankly, that's just borders on being a joke. This hearing, we have all your statements, we're 
going to read them. So we're going to know what you were going to say. If you sent it to us 
yesterday, our staff has probably read it already and they'll brief us so we're going to know. 
My last observation would be that it's inconceivable to me Mr. Altman that you would really 
be concerned that the people involved in the investigation, whomever they are, whether it be 
the people in Arkansas, whether it be“confidaritS7>Fltre Presidemrwhomever, that they would 
not know that the statute of limitations was going to toll and that that presented a situation 
that you had to advise somebody on. 

I just don't think anybody involved in this would not know that. 

MR. ALTMAN: Senator, I also — I would agree with you. I can't say for sure. I don't know 
what was in their minds. I doubt very much that they did not know about the statute of 
limitations. 

SEN. DOMENICI: Right 

MR. ALTMAN: What I was saying was not that What I was saying was I did not know if 
they knew and, frankly, my impression is, as a result of that meeting, they hadn't previously 
known what procedures the RTC would be following. By that I mean that you have to 
choose between -- you have to reach a conclusion as to whether there's a claim or there isn't, 
and then what you have to do if you reach the conclusion that there is. 

SEN. DOMENICI: All right Thank you very much. 

SEN. RIEGLE: Thank you. 

Senator Faircloth? 

SEN. FAIRCLOJH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I will echo Senator Domenici. You 
have done a superb job of conducting. And I'll be very brief. My questions are to Mr. Hove. 
Mr. Hove, we keep coming back ~ you said the FSLIC issued this report, who has long been 
out of business, and did the investigation on Mrs. Clinton and her relationship. 

MR. HOVE: No, sir, I didn't say FSLIC. I said that the agency that handled the closing of 
First American was FSLIC, and that occurred before FDIC had any involvement in that 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: All right But who did the investigation — I assume there was one done 



962 


X000857 


— to determine that Mrs. Clinton had no involvement whatsoever that was worthy of looking 
at? 

MR. HOVE: We did not do an investigation, we did not do a review because we don't have 
all the records. The records are the old FSUC records that are not in one central repository. 
All we did was review the records that we had available at the FDIC, and the records that we 
had at the FDIC only indicated that Mrs. Clinton's involvement, from the records that we 
could review, was the two hours that she spent filing the amended complaint for her partner, 
Vince Foster. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: So, what you're saying really is that you did a very incomplete and 
surface investigation. 

MR. HOVE: We did not — we simply looked at the records that we had, and we did not 
make an investigation any further than the records that weTfad~available to us at the FDIC. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Well, I would say that Mr. Whitney (sp) issuing such a clearance for 
Mrs. Clinton in the name of the FDIC doesn't lend a lot of credibility to an FDIC 
investigation when he makes his statements and when you didn't really have the records to 
make an investigation, from what you're telling me. 

MR. HOVE: What we were doing was correcting the information that was erroneous in the 
Chicago Tribune report because the Chicago Tribune said that it was an FDIC case, we said it 
was not an FDIC case. And we also said that from our records, this was the only 
involvement that we could have. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Well, don't you think it would be a good idea to hunt up the old FSLIC 
records and see what they might lead you farther? But I have a question, and then I'm going 
to — (inaudible word). 

The original suit was $3.3 million. They settled it for 6 cents on die dollar, or $200,000. 
What I want to know is how much was Mrs. Clinton paid, or the Rose law firm. 

MR. HOVE: I can't tell you. I don't know that 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Can you find out? 

MR. HOVE: We can try. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Well, I would like for you to let me know as quickly as possible how 
much the Rose law firm was paid, and also their work records to indicate who did die work 
to earn the money, because — you say she worked two hours. . 

MR. HOVE: I didn't say that I said the only thing that we can ascertain from the records we 
have was that she worked two hours. And let me remind you. Senator, that these records are 
disbursed from wherever FSLIC had the records, and we did not take possession of those 
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records when FSLIC was closed down. 

SEN. FA1RCL0TH: Are those records still available? 

MR. HOVE: I don't know. 

SEN. FA1RCLOTH: If she settled the lawsuit, the amount of hours she worked — it is just 
impossible for me to believe she settled this lawsuit against Lassiter (sp), she signed the 
amended return, which was the settlement, the amended complaint, which was the settlement 
against Lassister, at a very favorable rate, then we turn around and find that Lassiter's — the 
person with his power of attorney is back in the White House working. 

MR. HOVE: Senator, the amended complaint reduced the complaint from 3.3 million to 1.3 
million. The suit — the settlement was some six months later. I don't know whether Mrs. 
Clinton had any involvement afterlhat period of time in which "shT amended the complaint 
from 3.3 [million] down to 1.3 [million]. 

SEN. FA1RCLOTH: So we have no idea whether Mrs. Clinton made the final settlement 
totally. 

MR. HOVE: I have no idea from our records and what we've seen - 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: And this two-hour thing — she could have worked 200 hours. 

MR. HOVE: What I have told you is what we have available at the FDIC. 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: But she could have worked 200 hours on it. 

i * * 

MR. HOVE: And all I'm telling you is that the records that we have indicate she worked two 
hours. 

(Confers off microphone.) 

Okay, the only records we have was that she billed FSLIC for only those two hours. 

i 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: Billed who? 

MR. HOVE: FSLIC. (Pronounces each letter.) 

SEN. FAIRCLOTH: How about getting the total records from FSUC and finding out how 
much the total bill was and whose time was billed? I'd like to see it Thank you. 

SEN. REEGLE: Senator D'Amato? 

SEN. D'AMATO: You know, Mr. Hove, I have difficulty if you really have trouble figuring 
out when a claim is initially lodged for $3 million and then it is reduced and you say, well, 
you know, the law firm or this partner — in this case, Mrs. Clinton - only billed for two 
hours. But the nature of the work was such as to reduce that lawsuit and the potential 
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liability to Mr. Lassiter (sp), who has a definite relationship with the Clintons. I mean, are 
we really to believe you don't understand that? Now, don't give me this two-hour stuff. I 
mean, the fact is that that claim was reduced - the potential of the claim - from 3 million 
down to a 1 million some odd, and therefore, a settlement of $200,000 is much more 
reasonable in appearance when the initial - when the suit is only asking for a 1.3 million as 
opposed to 3 million. Now, doesn't that make some - I mean, do you see why a senator or 
anyone else would make an inquity and say, "Look” - I mean, what's the situation here? Are 
you telling us there was no conflict there. 

MR. HOVE: But, Senator, you're asking FDIC, and FDIC did not have any involvement in 
that suit at that time. 

SEN. D' AMATO: I'm not suggesting that. What I'm suggesting to you is that a period of 
time it came under you fo r revie w. _ ^ 

And if you look at this - don't keep telling us that FDIC didn't have anything at that time. 
We're not suggesting that you did anything wrong. We're suggesting you take a look at the 
facts, take a look at die record, and you can be a school boy, you can't come to an 
inescapable conclusion that someone was retained to bring the lawsuit that had a relationship 
with the person that they brought a suit to. And as a matter of fact, whether it was two hours 
or one hour, the determination was made to reduce the claim that might bring the potential , 
liability from $3 million down to $1 million and eventually setde for $200,000. Now, we 
don't know who was responsible for the setdement But the fact of the matter is that the 
partner who reduced and amended that complaint was Mrs. Clinton. Now that's obvious. 

I'm not going to spend my time going back and forth with you. I'm going to tell you 
something else, though. When we talked about the potential for conflict before, as it related 
to the Madison Guaranty and Mr. Hubbell, I want to refer you to a letter of June 8th, 1989. 
Now, Mr. Hove, you stated that since the Rose law firm — when I first brought this up to you 
— was suing Frost, it wasn't relevant that Web Hubbell's brother-in-law and father-in-law were 
suing Madison. Now, if you take a look at that letter — and Fm going to suggest to you 
that you're wrong, and that's why you'd better have the IG look at this. June 8th, 1989, and it 
is written to April Breslaw (sp). Attorney, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Fm 
reading part of it 

"Mr. Hubbell is the son-in-law of Seth Ward, a Madison insider who was able to obtain a 
judgment against Madison of approximately $447,000." Now, Fm going to skip the next 
sentence, go down to - 

"Since the conservatorship, the case has been removed and later remanded back to the State 
Court of Appeals. After appeal, a new trial will be sought, whether in state or federal court 
At a minimum” - it goes on to say — "the state judgment will be attacked under various 
special FDIC defenses on its general inappropriateness. Miss Styrahoro (ph) has informed me 
that die informal — the information contained in the audit files could be damaging to our case, 
especially if a new trial is granted.” 

It goes on and it concludes: "I offer this information because there appears to be a conflict in 
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representation and a question of loyalties. Mr. Hubbell may or may not be able to 
compromise our interest in the Seth Ward matter." Now, look, I'm not suggesting that at that 
time that you know of it. Here it is. And that's why, if you don't refer something to the IG 
to clarify whether or not there was a conflict, you can't be doing the right thing. And for you 
to maintain, "Well, we weren't there at the time; it was at FSLIC" or "Maybe the rules were a 
little vague." I mean, for god sakes, you had lowly auditors saying, "Wake up, fellas." You 
had an auditor in another letter saying it's impossible to think that he's not going to tell his 
in-laws what's going on. So that’s the kind of thing that brings about maybe the stamping 
that one of my colleagues alluded to. 

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding first of all I'm going to ask that we be permitted to submit 
some documents for the record that have been returned to - 

SEN. RIEGLE: Without objection, so ordered. 

SEN. D' AMATO: — so we can keep an orderly proceeding. 

Secondly, I want to say before I conclude that you could not have been fairer in making 
available this opportunity and according the members the opportunity to make their 
presentations and to ask their questions under very difficult circumstances. So I want you to 
know that. And I think that I speak for all the Republicans on the committee in relationship 
to the manner in which you have conducted this proceeding. And it's not easy for you, and I 
just want to commend you for your impartiality. 

And let me conclude again. I think what we're interested in, in this, is seeing — and Senator 
Domenici said — that the process moves forward without there being interference, without 
there being a question as to what documents have been made available to the appropriate 
people, what has been taken. Some of these things have no — I see Mr. Altman. He's placed 
in a very, very difficult position. I've said that publicly as well. It is a very, very difficult 
situation. And it certainly — it leads to us raising the kinds of questions that we have. But I 
tell you this senator wants to see that what was supposed to be done was done, that what 
should be done at the present level is carried out in a manner in which everyone can say that 
the right thing was done. And then let the chips fall where they may. 

So, Mr. Chairman, again, thank you for providing us an opportunity to put forth our concerns, 
and hopefully, this will move us a step closer to resolving this matter. Thank you. SEN. 
RIEGLE: Thank you very much. We'll give you some questions for the record, and we'd ask 
you to respond to them. The committee stands in recess. 


END 
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9199 RAYBURN UOU86 OWCf BUU.DINQ 
WASH) NOTON, OC 20B1B-4OBO 


March 1, 1994 


Mr. Barnard Nuesbaum 
Counsel to tha President 
Tha whito Houaa 
Washington, O.C. 20500 

Mr. Stephen Potta 
Diraotor 

Off lea of Govsnuant Ethlea 
1201 New York Avenue, H.M. 
Suita 600 

Washington, d.c. 20005-3917 

Ms. Jaan Hanaon 
General counsel 
Roes 3000 

Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20220 

Mr. Art Xuainakl 
Chief Ethics Officer 
Resolution Trust Corporation 
801- 17th street, M.w. 
Washington, D.C. 20434 

Dear Messrs, and Madam: 
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HiHceanuManan* 



On February 3, 1994, Z wrote to the Znterim CEO of the Resolution 
Trust corporation (RTC) , Mr. Roger Altman, asking that ha seek 
appropriate counaal aa to vhothor ha should recuse himself from 
matters regarding Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan. As Z noted in 
my February 3 latter to Mr. Altman: "...it would appear ethically 
questionable for a politieal appointee of the Department of 
Treasury to make decisions for an independent federal agency whan 
the President may be implicated in enforcement and civil actions. • 

On February 23 1 received a lengthy response to my letter which 
ended with the following sentence: "I trust this letter fully 
addresses your concerns 11 [sss attached letters]. Regrettably, the 
latter did not fully address the concerns expressed in ay latter of 
February 3. Moreover, it would appear that the concerns raised in 
my latter ware confirmed whan Mr. Altman taetif lad last vaak before 
the Senate Banking Committee that he had entered discussions with 
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the White Mouse on natters effecting the President's potential 
personal liabilities. 

While it la dubiously credible to think Mr* Altman would have gone 
to the White House to discuss only the statute of limitations, in 
that a mere memo would have sufficed, it bears noting again the 
irony that it was Mr. Altman who on May 4, 1993, strongly 
recommended by latter to the Chairman of the Mouse Banking 
committee that the statute of limitations for civil lawsuite 
against SSL wrongdoers not be extended. 

Mr. Altman's meeting with White House staff concerning the RTC's 
actions in the Madison ease is an ethical umbrage. Sven though Mr. 
Altman has now decided it proper to recuse himself Troa the Madison 
case p the issue st hand la whether hie conduct violeted federal 
ethics guldsllnss or strictures, aa promulgated toy the PTC. These 
guidelines srs listed under 12 era $ 1609.7 end Include the 
followings 


N No employee shell engage in any action, which might result 
In, or crests the appearance of . . . 

(b) giving preferential treatment to any person;. •• 

(d) losing complete Independence or Impartiality; 

(a) making an RTC decision outside official channels; 
or, 

(f) adversely affecting the public's confidence in the 
integrity of the RTC." 

Also, 12 era s 1609.10 atatea that an RTC "employee may not, 
directly, or indirectly, use or allow the use of information which 
is obtained as a raault of his or her RTC employment but which la 
not available to the general public In order to engage in any 
finanoial transaction or to further a private interest. 11 


Zn addition, another issue appears to be an abuse of the spirit of 
S U.S.C 334S. In a technical sense, this statute allows the 
President to name a temporary agency head to fill a vacancy until 
a nominee is confirmed by the Senate. Zn the event a nominee is 
rejected by the Senate or his/her name is withdrawn, 5 U.S.C. 334S 
provides that the vacancy may ba filled for not more than 120-days 
by an individual designated by the President. 


Zn the case of Mr. Altman's appointment as interim CEO of the RTC, 
ve have a situation where a political appointee of the Treasury 
Department has ssrved as the head of an independent agency for 
approximately 13 months. To some, this circumstance leaves the 
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impression that Mr* Altman's term of office might have been 
intended to ooinoida with the running of the statute of limitations 
for civil lavsuits which could affect the White House. 

Now that the statute of limitations has been extended * a skeptic 
might wonder if further legal machinations will occur as a means of 
maintaining Mr* Altman's tenure as interim CEO of the RTC. After 
all* no nominee to head the RTC has been formally presented to the 
senate since Mr. Tate withdrew his name from consideration on 
November 30* when he oomplained of gross mismanagement at the RTC* 

It is my judgement that the RTC has had its independence 
compromised and that it is no longer sufficient for Mr* Altman to 
recuse himself from the Madison case. It is all too apparent that 
his shadow looms large at the agency and that his immediate 
resignation from all responsibilities at the RTC would appear to be 
the only ethical option at this time. 

In addition* just as one party should not have requeeted the 
meeting* the other party should not havt accepted it* in this 
regard* Z hereby request e review of whether White Uouae officiele* 
Bernard Nussb&um* Margaret Williame* and Harold Ickoe* violated any 
ethical guidellnee. Here I would call your attention to the 
following White House guidelines i 

3 CIU S 100.733*4 General standards of conduct. 

” (c) in ell circumstances employees shall conduct 
themselves eo as to exemplify the highest standards of 
integrity. An employee shall avoid any action* whether 
or not specifically prohibited by this subpart* which 
might result in# or oreete the eppeerenoe oft 

(l) using public of tics for private gain; 

(3) Giving preferential treatment to any person; 

(3) Impeding Government efficiency or economy; 

(4) Losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(5) Making a Government decision outside official 

channels; or 

(6) Affecting adversely the confidence of the 

public in the integrity of the Government*” 


3 cm s 100.73S-S Conflicts of intarest. 
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"(a) A conflict of interest may exist whenever an 
•mploy** ha* a substantial or privat* int*r**t In a 
matter which involve* hi* duties and responsibilities as 
an employ**. The maintenance of public oonfideno* in 
Government clearly demand* that an employee take no 
action which would conetitute the ues of his official 
position to advance hie pereonal or private interest. It 
is equally important that each employes avoid becoming 
involved in situations which present the possibility , or 
even the appearance , that hie official position might be 
used to his private advantage.” 

3 C1R S 100.735-31 General conduct prejudicial to the 
Government. 

"An employee shall not engage in criminal. Infamous, 
dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, 
or other conduct prejudicial to the Government.” 

With regard to the second of th* above citations, it vould appear 
self-apparent that "personal or private interest” vould app ly to 
issues of individual job security or promotion, in addition, with 
regard to the third, the adjective "dishonset" vould presumably 
apply to the issuance of statements of fact that prove untrum. 
Hers, I bring to your attention, Mr. Nussbaum'a February 10, 1994 
letter to Rope. Lightfoot, Wolf, and Istook. Z vould also ask that 
the possibility be probed that the meeting might have had the 
effect of being "prejudicial" to the government's cess in attempts 
to reoovev taxpayer loeeee related to the failure of Madison 
Guaranty. 

Z vould specifically request that the Office of Covamment Ethics 
and the chief sthlcs officer of the whits House, which I understand 
to be Mr. Nuosbeum or hie designee, formally review end provide me 
with e response as to vhsthar ths meeting batvean the three White 
houbs officials and Mr. Altman violated any guidelines of 
oovemmsnt ethics, regulations, or lav. In particular, there is an 
implicit appearance that public officials dealt with the private 
matters of ths President, in this regard, I vould hereby request 
a list of any individuals who participated or attended at any point 
in the discussions and from each any notes or recordings of the 
meeting or meetings at ths Whits House or elsewhere on this matter. 

Please provide e full response to ths issues raised in this letter 
regarding the White House ae veil ae Mr. Altman by Monday, March 
31, 1994. * Thank you for your time and consideration of thin 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

James^. Leach 

Ranking Member 

OCX Mr. Roger Altman 

interim cro 

Resolution Trust Corporation 
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